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Bern. p. 150 11.7. 20. . ; 

sions like abyssus (@8vaaos) (cf. tbid. p. 177. 4 H.) (eg. Paul. 
Nol. 19, 651; 35, 228), but also like er&émus (pnpos, beside 
éphuos) (eg. Prud. Psych. 372; Cath. 5. 89), whence the Ro- 
mance forms, Ital. eremo and ermo, Span. yermo, O. Fr. erme 
etc.; but such shortenings, which are natural enough at a time 
when the distinction between the long and the short quantity 
of a vowel was beginning to disappear, are not likely to have 
been tolerated in good Latin pronunciation at the time of the 
Early Dramatists. It is true that the shortening of a final 
naturally long vowel is allowed by Ennius and the Hexameter 
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(p. 283, 13 K.): dicitur barbarismus, quando dico ‘mamor’ pro 
eo quod est marmor...et ut puta si dicas ‘relliquias’ pro eo 
quod est reliquias, suggests that the ‘omission of the letter 1’ 
referred to may have been in the fourth, not in the penultimate 
word of the line; for the ‘ barbarismus’ mentioned by Pompeius 
may quite well have been not a mere mispronunciation of his 
time, but (like relliquiae) a scansion found in early poetry. 


W. M. LINDSAY. 
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instance, first the word, then the instance, lastly the name 
of the author or book. He adds that it was alphabetical, in 
order to facilitate reference: ‘currit enim commode per alfabetum, 
ut facilius inueniatur, quod ab amante requiritur; where amante 
is the ‘lover of wisdom,’ i.e. the curious student. 

Traube infers that this treatise of Mico was held in high 
estimation from the number of copies existing of it. There are 
two in the Royal Library at Brussels, the first and best of 
which (10,066—10,077) Traube makes the basis of his edition. 
This is the ms. I collated. The first page is to a great extent 
obliterated. The date, which Traube thought of cent. XII, 
I should have considered to be not later than x. or x1. This 
MS. is called by Traube B; the other Brussels Ms., which is of 
inferior value, b. Besides these Traube had collations of 


1. A Brit. Mus. Ms Burney 357, cent. X11/XIU. 
2. Erlangen, Xv. 

3. Halberstadt, X11, 

4. Heidelberg. 


There are, besides, an XIth cent. at Paris (1928), a Leyden 
Ms. mentioned by Riese; one which was at Toul in the xith 
century, and another at Louvain, cited by Heinsius, are also 
known to have been in existence: but Traube thinks that the 
Louvain codex which is described by Heinsius as ‘admodum 
uetus’ may be one of the two at Brussels, 

Of the extent to which Mico’s Prosody was read we may 
judge from the fact that a verse in it 


Cattus in obscuris cepit pro sorice picam 


which Mico ascribes to one Sophocles, is quoted exactly in the 
above form, not with either of the variants found elsewhere, 
Cattus in obscuro c. pro s. pigam, and is ascribed similarly to 
Sophocles in a Phillipps glossary of the x11th cent. 

The number of words, thus prosodially treated, is in the 
numeration of Traube 413, After the last word Zizania follows 
F INIT OPUS MICONIS, then 10 elegiac lines 


Ipse Micon paucos studui decerpere sticos 
Alfaque per betum figere marginibus, 
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Nomina doctorum simul e diuerso notare, 
Vt foret accensis suffugium pueris. 
Sed tamen hos lector uigili tu mente retracta 
Vt teneas recta ac reprobes nocua. 
At si profuerint, placeat iterare legendo, 
Sin uero minime, sit tibi cura leuis. 
Vnum te rogito: memor esse mei quoque semper 
Digneris sanctis inque tuis precibus. 


The two last seem borrowed from the conclusion of the 
*Commonitorium of Orientius, which however, as might be 
expected, is incomparably superior in metre, diction, and 


feeling. 


Authors quoted in Mico. 


These may be divided into three groups (1) classical, 
(2) Christian, (3) nondescript or of uncertain date. 

(1) The poets cited of the classical period are as follows. 
Cicero’s Aratea, Lucretius, the Copa, Moretum, Vergil, Horace, 
Ovid, the Aratea of Germanicus, Persius, Lucan, Statius, 
Martial, Iuvenal, the medical writer Serenus Sammonicus, the 
Fables of Avianus or as he is called in the Brussels ms. Avienus, 
the Periegesis of Priscian. 

In prose Sallust, A. Gellius. 

(2) The Christian poets cited are Paulinus of Nola, 
Paulinus of Perigueux, Prudentius, Arator, Prosper, Alcimus 
Avitus, Sedulius, Juvencus, Apollinaris Sidonius, Orientius, 
Fortunatus, Martianus Capella, Beda, Alcuin, Paulus Diaconus. 

(3) Under the nondescript class fall Catonis disticha; the 
Carmen de Sodoma, which Peiper in his edition of the Latin 
Metrical Heptateuch assigns to a Gallic Cyprianus; a Rufinus 


V.C.; a Licentius cited twice from a poem preserved by S. 


1 Orient. 11. 407 and 


At tu cum [reJlegis nostrum quicum- Nominis abscedat ne tibi cura mei, 
que libellum, Vt peccatores uincens Orientius omnes 
Nostri, seu malus est seu bonus, Sanctorum ueniam promerear pre- 


esto memor. cibus. 
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164’ Fenicis nomen cui dedit ipsa uenus Fortunatus, really 
in Carmen de Phoenice 66. 

171 Nec? wagus in laxa pes tibi pelle natet Martialis, really 
in Ov. A. A. 1. 516. 

173 Quanta Grgantet memoratur mensa triumphi [uvenal, 
really in Mart. viii. 50, 1. 

206 Et sit in infida proditione fides, ascribed to F, really in 
A. A. 11. 578. | 

209 Irritatque uirum telis atque ultro lacessit—Prudentius, 
really in Verg. Aen. X. 644 (with e¢ uoce lacessit). 

227 Ad Lapithas bello perdis Iacche graui—Verg. and Ovid, 
really in Vatalis, de libsdine et uino. 

234 Myrrina signauit seposuitque diem (sic)—to 7, really 
in Martial. So 339 Quid te Cappadocum sawonus (sex onus) 
esse luuat. 

248 Sic edocta suo seruit macedonia Paulo—to Ardt, really 
by Walafrid Strabo. 

280 Balsama nec desunt quis rediit Paphie—to Ovid, really 
in Carm. de Mensibus PLM 1. 207. 

300 Somnia pituita qui purgatissima mittunt—to Juvenal, 
really in Persius 11. 57. 

322 Flentibus Heliadum ramis dum uipera repit to Juvenal, 
really in Martial Iv. 59. 1. 

334 Claudendus parui corpore sarcofagi, to Prudentius, 
really in ORIENTIVS I. 538, but with marmore for corpore. 

344 Septimanis decies quinis simul atque duabus, to Pru- 
dentius, really in C. de diebus PLM v. 352. 

347 Viscera iam saturo portabat capta parenti to Ovid, 
really in the HEPTATEVCH. | 

387 Seu lentum ceroma teris tepidumue trigona, to Juvenal, 
really in Martial Iv. 19. 5. 

399 Vsque quo (vos quoque) si media speculum spectetis 
in ira to Martial, really in A. A. 111. 507. 


1 The verse-words italicized are those under which the verse will be found 
in Mico. 
2 s,v. GrRovaGvs. 
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quoted s.v. INTERITIS Pugna acriter commissa multis utrumque 
enteritis. 

Of Christian poets Prudentius is the most largely quoted. 
This is indicated by his name being frequently abridged to P, 
with which PRVD alternates. In many cases lines ascribed by 
Mico to other poets come from Prudentius. After Prudentius, 
Paulinus and Alcimus are the names most frequently appended 
to Christian verses, but each is often a wrong ascription. In 
all cases where Paulinus is rightly added, Paulinus of Nola is 
meant: twice only Paulinus of Perigueux (Mic. 383 and 111). 
After these Fortunatus, sometimes as F, then Sedulius and 
Prosper. The Genesis of Hilarius appears in Mic. 207. Arator, 
Sidonius, Iuvencus, Orientius, Eugenius of Toledo are only 
occasional, The hexameter poem of young Licentius, son of a 
friend of S. Augustin, and included in one of Augustin’s 
Epistles (XXv1), is quoted s.v. BORINI: 

Lic. 57 Nee fera tempestas zefirum fremitusque borint. 

8.V. ROMOLIDVM: 

71 Et nune Romolidwm sedes et inania tecti, 

Bahrens’ Mss. of Augustin remz or reti. 

Bede, Paul the Deacon, Alcuin (841), each occur once. The 
poem on Sodom is ascribed wrongly to Alcimus Avitus; it is 
quoted once s,v, IBIDEM’. 

Carmen Phoenicis is cited Mic, 164 and ascribed to Fortu- 
natus. 


To these must be added the following medieval writers. 


1. Smaragdus Abbot of S. Michael on the Meuse +826— 
830. A man of importance in the court of Charlemagne and 
Louis the Pious. He put into verse the Ars Donati de vii. 
partibus orationis (Diimml. 1. 605 sqq.). It is cited by Mico 
S.v, DECADAS : 

126 Per decadas centum. per centum mille redundant. 


2. Theodulfus 760—821, seemingly a Spanish Goth, was 
received by Charlemagne and made bishop of Orleans, High 
in favour with C., and his successor. 


1 Restituunt tectis demens at uulgus ibidem (carm. de Sodom. 72), 
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His poem Bibliotheca twice cited by Mico. 
79 Penituisse placet solatur tertia eosdem. 
129 Erudit externos propriis sic actibus actus. 


3. Paul the Deacon, 720 to about 800, cited by Mic. 224. 
Cur proconde times stillam prebere ‘lechito ? 


4. Walafrid Strabo 808, 9—849. Abbot of Reichenau. 
Mic. 248 Sic edocta suo seruit Macedonia Paulo. 


[I have not added anything to this article, from want of 
health. But the work of Mico, as a whole, now accessible to all 
scholars in Traube’s erudite edition (vol. 3 of Diimmler’s Poetae 
Latin aew Carolint), I commend to the notice of all Latin 
scholars, only adding, what some may not know, that among 
the rising generation of students of the Middle Age, no one 
holds a more prominent position than Traube.] 


ROBINSON ELLIS. 


1 =lecytho =uasi olei ad luminanda (Du Cange). 
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the other hand, more particularly as containiny corrections of 
other authors besides Homer for which other scholars have at 
present sole credit. Moreover many of his quotations from 
other authors in support of a reading are not to be found in 
La Roche's Testumonia Veterum or Ludwich’s.A pparatus Criticus. 

For the first book, but for the first alone, I have given all 
the insertions of the digamma; afterwards only any that strike 
me as for any reason interesting. Everything quoted from 
Bentley is put in inverted commas. The accents are so remark- 
able that I thought it best to spare the feelings of a more 
accurate and precise generation and have generally corrected 
them. 

As a rule the longer notes are written by Bentley at the top 
of the page, though sometimes also at the bottom, short correc- 
tions in the margin, the readings of the Mss at the bottom. I 
am induced by several reasons to reduce my own observations 
on them to a minimum. 


ARTHUR PLATT. 


a. 


3. “Heliodorus p. 47 IloAA@y te advOperav 76n Te Kai 
vous eis weipav Hxovow”. Not in La Roche or Ludwich. 

3. “fide FacTea” 

4, “gov” 

4. “oyo. ddyea. évravOa orixréov. Aristoph. cyon. p. 74 
ad Nubes; «xporanov, ra:radn, d0ev Tov otixyoy THs "Oduvaceias 
ovTws akiover ypdde Tuvés, “Avdpa poe Evvevre Movoa rrodv- 
KpoTop ” 


4. 39 


5. “Fav 

6. cémevos. “ Fé” 

7. “Hes. oderépynor” 

10. Bracketed. “Hesyc. dyofev etc.” and in margin 
“ €yverre x Il. B. 238” but this is crossed out again. “dapoev 
nusquam alibi”. 

12. otxot. “Fou” 

16. é7ros. “Fe” 

17. “Foe foi” i.e. rot and fotxovde 
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62. “Fro.” 

64. émos. “Fé” 

67. Bracketed. 

70. “fo ’Avrieos Tlorvpnpos. et an je péy” (fe péytoror, 
but #e is nowhere found for jer). 

71. “leg. wdo’ év Ku” (kA@ recor). Stephanus has rdot 
KuxAorecow ; in margin Bentley corrects to maou. 

78. “rov” 

79. “age” Le. agéxnrte. 

83. vooTnca “-noew”. 

85. oTpivopev. “ -venev” 

86. etary. “ree” 

88. “Fou” 

89. “ror” 

91. pynotnpecotw atrevrépev. “-oo atroge.” Also “ Fou” 

92. Eduxas. “Fe” 

93. “Eust. tevés ypddovow, és Kpnrnv te et ad y Od. 
p. 180 Znvodér@ ascribit ” 

105. eidopévn. “Fer” 

110. dp’ olvov. “ Ffotvoy”, dp’ being omitted. 

112. «wporiBevro, ide. “-7', dé” 

113. ie “Fi”. . Oeoerdys. “ ofer” 

117. olow avdoocot. “Fotos ra” 

118. elowd. “éor” 

122. érea. “Fé” 


“ , b} ) 


Svde. “fFov 


9? 


125. elirov. “Fee 


‘<4 Pe) 


1384, adnoee. “Fa 

135. arovxyouévoio Epoito. “Fé” i.e. fépotto, crossed out 
again, and then “-ov épéoito”. 

138. “Hes. Eeornv—apa 6é £7.” i.e. Hesychius quotes 
mapa oé x.7.r. 8.v. Eeorny. 

141. Bracketed. “’A@ere? Athenaeus lib. 5. Vide hic , 
176. Vide Eust. Od. p. 35”. Athen. v. 20 p. 193, Eust. 1401, 
21. (La Roche.) 

143. oivoyoevov. “Fou” 

154. “Herod. vita Hom. Papi bs 87 wodXov éxaivuto 
mavras aeiowv ” 

158, «ev elm. “Ke per 389” 
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over it “dé ge”, apparently for ’dé répEns, as at top of page he 
has: “fo, 7’ i5é répEns”. 


295. 
296. 
298. 


Kev pvnoTnpas, as on 270, 
ovoe Tt. “OS Ere” 
“Proclus in Polit. Plat. p. 364. Ody opaas oloy, etc.” 


Not in La Roche or Ludwich. 


300. 
302. 
308. 
317. 
319. 
320. 
321. 
322. 
323. 
324. 
330. 
335. 
337, 
338. 
340. 
346. 
347. 
349. 
351. 


owe 


¢ e 9? 
és of. “6 Fot 
elarn. “Fee 


Fp 

olxovoe. “Fou” 

eirova.. “Fee” 
. “Fes 

S as. “das” 

66 re ed 


‘\ A {3 A») 
dpeow you “orn 
glcato. “aa” from one of his MSS (diccaTo). 


“ oD] 


b ] U 

iaoGeos. “ Fe 

“ roto” 

oi. “Fou” éxatepbe. “fe” 
oldas. “fot” 

M” 9 6 99 

Epy’. “Fe 

olvoy. “Fou” 


dp ad dOovées corrected to dpa pOovéers from MSS. 

ce fot ”? 

eOéXyow exact. “ou fe” 

“Plato de Repub. 4. tyv yap a. wp. éwidhpovéova’ 


av. “Hrus dxovdvtecot oyor Pind. Olym. 9 ut editio” (rnv 
yap dodnv wadXov érixdelova’ avOpwrror). 

356—9. Bracketed. “Il. ¢ 490. Od. ¢. 350” where the 
lines occur again. . 


356. 
308. 
359. 
360. 
363. 
364, 
371. 
373. 
375. 


olxov and épya are both marked but no note. 


w” “ 99 
Epyov. “ Fe 

4 (Z3 99 
oixw. ‘‘ Fot 
olxovoe. “Fou” 
(13 32 

Fol 
novv. “Fn” 


évaniyxios. “ov” to agree with aocdod. 
atrocimw. “oFe.” 
Fou 93 


ouxous. “ 
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379. épya. “re” “Hesyc. Ago. cum i. Hes. wadivtita” - 

380. voor “ves” (vnrotves). 

382. “Hes, 0 dapcaréas, etc.” 

389. elrep wor. “158 ef nai” and “ Kust. Not. e¢ cai poe” 

392. “ro” 

397. otxoto dvak&. “Foi pa” 

398. Anloato “ac” from MSS. 

402. Sauacw olow avacoos. “ou fot at coict” altern- 
ative corrections for dapacw olow. “oe fa”-vaocots. 

403. boris aéxovra. “oa” is supplied from MSs after do7ts. 
“aren” | 

404. amroppaice. “fo dmoppaicer ” 

405. &eivoto épecOar. “fe” crossed out again, and then 
“you épée” 

407. “ro” 

408. ros “2,30 tu’”. ror is supported by one of his Mss; 
the others have ru’. 

409. éov. “fe” crossed out again. 

411. égxer. “fe” crossed out again. 

414. “aryyerins ert wevOonar Od. B 255” and “ Eust. esse 
potest ayyerins, cas. gen.” | 

415. hv twa. “Av twa” from MSS. 

418. Mévrys “Ayxsarovo. “8” is supplied after Mévrns 
from MSS. 

419. dirnpérpoiow dvacce. “ot pa” 

422. a7epov. “Fé” 


423. €oqepos. “Fé” péras. “Aeolice peras: vide 
& 303.” (co 306) 

424. olxovde. “Foe” &xaotos. “Fé” 

425. “ror” 


428. xédv’ eidvia. “va id” 
432. ica. “fi” 

434. “ror” “ge” 

443, “Hesyc. oids adr, etc.” 
444, gdpecly How. “orn” 
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144, “Hesyc. Agov, cum 2” 
152. & idérnv. “dsc” “ Hesye. “Occovto & éreOpov” 
154, 7 oixia. “rou” 
167. “ Hesy. evdelerov ete. corr.” 
198. aoyadrns. “fo. doyarans. quaere” 
195. pnrépa iv. “ép énv, -répa Fnv” 

203. ovdéror loa. “ovd ért fica, ovdéror aica” 

211. tay icaor. “Fi” “M ra ioace” 

212. xaletxoo. “éex”, not érel. 

216. dccav. “Fo” crossed out again. 

222. “ émixrépea Hesych.” 

223. ore. “pé a. 292” 

230. ayavos Kal Hrrvos éorw. “dg Te” 1.e. ayavos TE Kal. 

232. aicura. “ano” i.e. anovAa. 

236. épdev. “re” crossed out again. 

245. paynoacba. “yeoo” 

247. Sapa gov. “re” (Fedv) crossed out; then “SapaG"? éd 
258, 259”, and at top of page again: “fo. cara Sopal’ éa” 

263. nepoedéa. “ ores” 

269. dwvycac’ érea. “oa férrea” 

300. “Etym. M. caxds ypaderas 6 edovras. recte Ovovtas ” 

311. “lego déxovr’ evtppaiverOai te rexnrov” In margin 
first “aré”, then “dxéovra”. . At foot “311 M. axéovra. yp. 
adéxovta ‘Pravos” 

312. 4 ody arts. “ov Fa”. TO Tapoev. “Td mpocbev 
Porph. xu.” Porph. qu. Il. 284, 9 (Ludwich). 

320. “srov Porphyr. p. xLI1”. The other reading is zrep. 

327. ep teras. “ye Fieras” 

331. avr eltreocke. “av ret” 

332. 06 01d. “ Fot” 

366. “Hesych. adrdXoyrwrav, Feivwv, pro Trwt vor”, i.e. 
Hesychius to be corrected to adXoyvara, Ecive. 

379. evra of olvov. “ érer@ 4 For” 
389. eipvoe. “édxeTo. vijas Gdad EAxepev passim”. 
394. 8 twevar. “ Fi” 


417. &€ero ayyt 8 ap airis. “-ovt’” “rydp” and at top 


1 ? from Mss. 


3—2 
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454. 8 aly idyovres. “8é pia” 

461. “pe férrecot” 

A475. vr iSéew. “pe 

484, yuv @recow. “ péreciv pu’ 
Féetrecow ” 

511. Bracketed, after note of Eustathius. 

513. morvua”Hpn. “Fn” (npn) 

524. elde. “per” 

5384. ov eidor. “ov fe” 

543. pneéts “Atpéos. “vr o& ’Atp” and under this “uy 
Tl po.” 

556. 8 idov. “re” 

568. “Pind. oyor. dvinos rapawuynv avOpdrrois” 

577. «tmaumpwrov épvocapmev. “ta fe” 

588. “7. 192” 

596. Ké pw olxov. “pe Fol” 

607. “Strabo 454 pro imanXatos habet evdeteros” 

613. “an leg. da@pov? Eust. Adpov & boca, divarar diyas 
ypadecOas Scpov } Sdipwv” 

649. éxov. “B 133 éyo” 

652. “Recte yméas, Inter nos. Vide Od. 7, 419. Male 
Barn. tuéas ” 

654. Mévropa “+” né 

669. Kal eixdo’. “éei” 

670. avrov. “avis. Iliad. a. 27” 

672. vavtTirrerar. “AnT” 

682. 7 elwéuevar. “ feumré” or “7 Fevtreiy” 

698. peifov te. “tt. €, 187. B, 32, 44, 144” The last 
appears to be a mistaken reference. 

704. ta dé of doce. “Fw” apparently. Fou? 

706. dye dé 89 piv Erecow. “Fe rer” or “ 5é pw” (de 
dé pu fetrécooty). 

712. ov« ol8. “ov fois ” 

727. ‘“e, 18” 

740. odvperar. “ pnt” 

744, 7 €a ev peyapo. “fo. "Hédea yy” 

758, yoov. “xyodov” or “xoTov” 

762. «rAdOi pow. “ wev” 
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772. ov« toav. 

775. cravras. “tes” 

793. éé\XNaBe (sic Steph.) “x, 31. v, 281” (vy 282). 
796. “8é féixto” 

800. ef was. “Eiws 6, 80” 

802. “Hes. rapa KAnidos ipavta’ 
805. ovdé edo. “ovd eiwor” 
809. “Hesyc. ‘Ovetpeinot mvrnor etc.” 
811. amore. “mwrcar” 

812. “«édXeas €, 174” 

831. Te &Aves. “7 ap” 


9 


EE 
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tion for sacrifice of a divine animal (or perhaps plant), the 
primitive idea of a sacrifice being a communion with the totem 
god by partaking of its body and blood, for which I must refer 
the reader to Prof. Robertson Smith’s book, (2) that the 
particular legend of Iphigenia was derived from a piaculut 
before war. 

This being so, how is it that a legend so archaic in its 
character that Aeschylus did not understand it was unknown to 
Homer’? Had it been modern in character, we could easily see 
that it might be a late developement; that idea is forbidden by 
the story itself. 

It is noteworthy that Homer, though he knows nothing of 
the sacrifice, yet does represent the Greek fleet as sailing from 
Aulis, and as offering a sacrifice there before starting on the 
expedition, with omens which at once recall to mind the omens 
there related by Aeschylus. (B, 303 seqq.) We have then the 
legend of the Greek fleet at Aulis and sacrifice there before the 
war on the one hand, on the other we have a legend from Aulis 
of a human sacrifice connected with a deer in some way. If 
the two were originally distinct, what more natural than that 
they should have been afterwards combined together in one 
story? And that they were originally distinct is clear from the 
consideration, that the legend of human sacrifice is manifestly 
extremely ancient, and yet that Homer does not connect it with 
the Trojan war. 

This amalgamation of distinct legends is one of the most 
familiar and most troublesome features of mythology. There is 
scarcely a god of Greece who is not pieced together out of half 
a dozen animals and local gods, and whose attributes are not 
derived from a number of local and contradictory tales. 

What then was this original legend of sacrifice at Aulis? 
When we look at the account of Aeschylus we find that two 
eagles, symbolizing the two Atridae, slay a pregnant hare and 
thereby give an omen that Artemis is wroth with them; to 
turn away her anger Iphigenia is sacrificed. Why then was 
Artemis angry? It is useless to try and find out from Aeschy- 

1 That it was unknown to him seems Iphianassa as alive; otherwise his 
clear from the fact that he represents silence would not go for much, 
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the victim was actually human. Could more proof be re- 
quired? Agamemnon had manifestly offered a human victim, 
and as in the Hebrew myth of Jephthah or the common 
Semitic offerings to Baal-Melek, the most efficacious victim 
was of course his own child. Now Homer gave him four 
children; Orestes could not be taken, so the choice had to fall 
on one of his three daughters, and Iphianassa was chosen, 
probably as supposed to be the oldest. 

So it was that Homer knew nothing of the story which 
Aeschylus and Lucretius have immortalized in verses of such 
heart-piercing beauty; “tantum relligio potuit suadere— 
poetis.” 


exaToupn. 


It is to Prof. Robertson Smith again that I owe the hint ~ 
which led to this note. “The lexicons apply the name fara‘... 
also to the sacrifice of one beast in a hundred, which is what 
the scholiast above cited understands by the ‘atira.” (page 210 
op. cit.) Having long felt much dissatisfied with the notion 
that a “hecatomb” in Homer could have ever had anything to 
do with a hundred victims, I gladly seized on this; why should 
not éxaTtouPn also mean “the hundredth victim” ? 

Let us first see on what the traditional idea is based. 
Apparently, if one may trust Ebeling, on nothing but Byzan- 
tine etymological conjecture! Thus Hesychius explains the 
word as Oucia mroré wev Exatov Body, and the Et. Mag. supplies 
the alternative azo éxarov Bnudrwv 6 éots xe Cowv, 80 that a 
hecatomb would be twenty-five quadrupeds. Really the latter 
is the more attractive of the two, for it would be more like 
Greek usage and one may as well derive -@ from 87jpa as from 
Bots. There is no authority then at all for the idea that 
éxaTouBn ever meant a hundred animals of any kind. 

To turn to the Greek usage, we find that nowhere does 
Homer speak of a hundred animals being sacrificed. In vy. 59 

1 Tt appears from Schol. Aristoph. Brauron, not Aulis. At Brauron she 


Lysistrata 645 that another version seems to be a bear-goddess. 
eonnected the Iphigenia legend with 
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indeed, at a very solemn occasion when all Pylos had met 
together to celebrate their bull-feast to Poseidon, eighty-one 
bulls are offered up. In W. 146, say the lexicons, there is a 
hecatomb of fifty rams; I deny it, Homer speaks of “a sacred 
hecatomb and fifty rams,” so that the two sacrifices are distinct. 
The next highest number is only twelve (Z. 115 collato 93), 
and they unfortunately are described as éxatrouBas not éxa- 
TouBSny, so that only six at most can be allowed for a single 
heeatomb there. Would you not say from this passage that a 
éxaToun was a victim? However I do not think that éxa- 
TouPn can ever be shewn to be only a single victim, and it 
certainly over and over again includes several. But of all the 
many passages in which the word occurs only y. 59 can be 
quoted to shew that it meant anything extraordinary in point 
of number; sacrifices of very few animals are continually called 
“hecatombs,” Surely the Homeric usage is of weight in 
deciding the question if anything is. | 

How a hecatomb differed from an ordinary slaughter of a 
beast for food, which also appears to be in its origin a sacrifice 
invariably (e.g. & 74, and compare Robertson Smith, p. 263), 
may be easily gathered from comparison of the Homeric 
instances. These are first propitiatory, as A. 315 etc. to avert 
the plague, Z. 115 to turn away the anger of Athena from 
Troy, y. 144, 6. 582, X. 132 copied in yr. 279. Secondly solemn 
feasts at stated seasons, as especially Hymn xxxiv. 12; compare 
a. 25, the solemn feast of the Aetbiopians to Poseidon, copied in 
W. 206, in y. 59 a very solemn feast of all the Pylians to 
Poseidon, in v. 276 the feast day of Apollo in Ithaca. Thirdly 
hecatombs are promised to the gods if they will help in any 
definite undertaking, as A. 102, 120, copied in WV. 864, 873, or 
W. 146 when we hear that Achilles had offered a heecatomb to 
Spercheus if he should return safe, p. 50, 59: so at the 
beginning of a great undertaking, as at Aulis, B. 506, 321; so 
Menelaus ought to have offered hecatombs before starting eck 
for Greece, 6. 352, and the Greeks on building their wall, 
H. 450, M. 6. Fourthly as thanksgiving at a harvest feast, 
I. 535, to all the gods. The only cases that do not come under 
these heads definitely are ¢. 102, ». 202, v. 350, 7. 366, which 
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are all vague, but do not appear to refer to ordinary sacrifices; 
as for @. 548 it is extremely doubtful whether it ought to 
be printed in the Jliad at all, and there scarcely seems 
sufficient reason there for hecatombs. 

Now it is on just such occasions as these that tithes, 
(taking the word to mean selected victims, not necessarily one 
in every ten), are offered to the gods. At the same time such 
occasions are just those on which a specially valuable sacrifice 
would be offered, and therefore a hecatomb would easily come 
to imply a great number of victims, whence by false etymology 
a hundred. At least Clisthenes sacrifices Bots éxarov im 
Herodotus vi. 129, which looks as if so early as this écarép8n 
was supposed to mean a hundred oxen, Even in Homer we 
have already found eighty-one sacrificed at a time, so that 
there was not much further to go. We can now see that the 
ordinary explanation—* properly an offering of a hundred oxen, 
but even in Hom, the word has lost its etymol. sense, and come 
to signify a great public sacrifice” L. and S.—is exactly the 
wrong way round, Originally a sacrifice of the hundredth 
animal, hence any particularly solemn offering, it ended by 
false etymology in becoming a sacrifice of a hundred owen. 

Let us go back to the quotation from Hesychius which I 
left interrupted above. rote wév éxatov Body, says he, more 6é 
Boos xal mpoBarov kcal aiyds. It is unnecessary to point out 
how impossible it is to reconcile this latter aspect of the 
sacrifice with the traditionary explanation. But how simple it 
is if the éxarou8n was the ‘atira. An owner of cattle would 
sacrifice the hundredth not only of his kine, but also of his 
sheep and goats, and so a éxatouSn might naturally enough 
come to mean one of each, The omission of the pig is like the 
omission of the goat in the suovetaurilia, to secure the mystic 
number three; the comparison is significant with regard to the 
position of the animals in Greece and Italy. 


ARTHUR PLATT. 
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IT is now a commonplace of criticism that the first step 
towards the restoration of the text of any author must be the 
determination of the genealogical relation, if any, obtaining be- 
tween the manuscripts which contain his works. The different 
traditions are thus distinguished one from the other, the 
principal manuscripts of each tradition regarded as authorities, 
to the exclusion of all others; it often happening that these in 
their turn can be referred to some lost archetype, which, in so 
far as it can be reconstructed from their evidence, becomes the 
basis of criticism. In this procedure, since historical testimony 
fails us, our arguments must be based on the discrepancies in 
reading of the manuscripts under consideration. Dindorf would 
seem to deny this (pref. to Teubner’s edition p. VII, ‘quo 
argumento solo quum non multum efficiatur’ cet.), but as I 
have been unable, and in truth not very anxious, to obtain 
sight of his arguments and method, I have been fain to content 
myself with the following rules; which, I believe are those 
adhered to by Lachmann and Madvig, the masters in this 
department of criticism. 


1. When one manuscript agrees with another not only in 
the more important errors, but also in such minutiae as mis- 
spellings, wrong division of words, etc., and only differs from it 
to present readings which are easily seen to be either cor- 
ruptions or blundering attempts at correction of its readings; 
then we are fully justified in regarding it as a copy of the 
latter. 


2. When two manuscripts agree in many of the more 
important, and even in some of the less important, errors, but 
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in his preface to Hermann’s posthumous edition p. IX, ‘ generis 
a Mediceo libro diversi communione tres distant codices’; these 
three being the well-known Florentinus, Venetus, and Far- 
nesianus. In the face of these attempts it is no wonder that 
a theory expressed with such definiteness of statement and 
such confidence of iteration as the common theory is, should 
have won the day; and therefore it is that in the absence of 
some better champion I take it upon myself to challenge the 
prevalent opinion. 

The lacunae existing in the various manuscripts do not 
help us very far towards a settlement of the question. It is 
true that the omission by the manuscripts G (codex Guelfer- 
bytanus), C (codex Marcianus), and R (the manuscript of 
Robortello) of vv. 323—1050* and 1159—1673 of the Agamem- 
non and the opening of the Choephori, verses formerly present 
in M but now lost through mutilation of that manuscript, 
proves the former to be late copies of the latter. But that B 
(codex Bessarionis) possesses 360 verses of the Agamemnon, 
that F and N (Florentinus and Farnesianus) possess the whole 
of that tragedy, and that V (Venetus) formerly possessed it in 
full, though vv. 46—1079 are now missing, does not prove these 
manuscripts not to have been copied from M before its muti- 
lation; nor does the omission by FV and N of vv. 587—647 
and 797—826 of the Eumenides, while proving them to be 
copies of one and the same original, remove the possibility of 
that original being a copy of M. We must, therefore, if we 
are to gain anything definite, turn to the more ordinary 
discrepancies. Our field of inquiry is narrowed by two cir- 
cumstances: firstly, as the greater part of the manuscripts 
contain merely the Prometheus, the Persians, and the Seven 
against Thebes, as they have passed through the hands of late 
Byzantine correctors, they must naturally be left out of count 
until we have considered the evidence of those manuscripts 
which present a clearer tradition; secondly, of these manu- 
scripts (FVN, B) the readings are fully reported only in 
the Agamemnon (by Hermann, Kirchhoff, Wecklein) and the 
Eumenides (by Hermann), while in the other plays we have 

1 Tadopt Wecklein’s enumeration. 
4—2 


) | 





52 THE JOURNAL OF PHILOLOGY. 


only rare mention of their readings scattered through the vast 
mass of worthless variants which disfigure the pages of 
Hermann’s second volume, It will therefore be granted that 
our only possible course, if we are to arrive at satisfactory 
results, is to analyse the evidence offered by the Agamemnon 
and Eumenides, and to interpret the few recorded variants in 
the remaining tragedies in the light of the results obtained by 
that analysis. 

To examine the case in its proper order, we shall first of all 
take those readings which show the manuscripts to be all of 
the same family; namely those errors which are common to all 
of them, and which in the Agamemnon are the following: 69 
vroxralwy, 91 depos, 103 Avans ppéva, 111 dixas mpaxropi, 
131 dra, 165 rode, 170 ovdév A€Ear, 212 ri was Avrrovaus Te, 
246 aidva, 250 rd dé mpoxdAvew, 275 ov d6Eav, 282 aryyéron, 
1079 «ai meSoppavtnpiov, 1080 papruplots, émremeiPopwar, 1103 
Ti y', 1109 pe, 1144 yap of, 1146 7. It is of course evident 
that this consensus leaves it entirely undecided whether M or 
some lost manuscript is to be regarded as our archetype, and 
the same is to be said of the following passages where the 
manuscripts differ from one another: 2 6 Mr’ B, omitted by 
FVN; 26 onpaivw Mr, cnwavo BFVN; 29 éropOpiatew Mr 
B, éropOiateew FVN; 40 wpidum Mr B, rprapov FVN; 80 
tpimooas Mr B, tpizrodos FN; 94 ypivaros Mr B, ypioparos 
FN; 118 of F, omitted by Mr B; 128 Xoyodaitas Mr B, 
Aayodairas FN; 129 apydas Mr B, dpyots FN; 146 a FN, 
omitted by Mr B; 152 rav FN, omitted by Mr B; 161 yap 
Mr B, omitted bag FN; 167 ofxocg Mr B, oixos F; 1080 pev 
FVN, omitted by Mr; 1132 éeyyéaca Mr, ariipybiewal FVN. 
It is here possible to eeplais the readings of B FVN as per- 
versions or corrections of the readings of M, it is equally 
possible to explain them as errors or conjectures for the 
readings of the archetype of M, and that is all that can be 
said: these variants, considered alone, do not compel us to 
interpret them one way rather than the other, and depend for 
their explanation on passages where the evidence is more dis- 


' By this symbol are denoted the remaining manuscripts. 
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tinct. We next come to a few passages where the differences 
between the manuscripts are peculiar enough to cause doubts 
concerning the ordinary opinion: 122 épicvpara déppate Mr, 
epixupova héppatt B, épixvpova dépBovro FN ; 266 cvvopAov 
Mr B, cvvap@pov FN ; 298 vsrepredrjs Mr B, vzreip Edns FN ; 
300 ypucodeyyes Mr FN, yAvoogeyyes B; 1072 ef ov pun Tod 
Mr, ef cd 70 od’ F; 1079 av edpnon Mr, ebevpnoes FN; 1081 
tase Mr, ra FVN which Dr Verrall confesses to be strange, 
remarking that ‘It would almost seem as if they (i.e, FVN) 
must in this place have been guided by some note or tradition 
independent of M, which has now disappeared’; 1144 zrepe- 
Badovro Mr, wepiBadovres FVN; 1153 éyess Mr, éyn FV. 
Still there is no logical compulsion in any of these readings 
towards one theory rather than another, and they all remain 
év peravypie, to be decided upon by the remainder of the 
evidence. And this latter is against the current opinion. The 
following examples are enough to decide: 6 ai@épo. Mr FVN, 
ev Géper (i.e. €8ep!) B; 39 adda cov Mr FVN, avédv. ov B; 82 
npepopatov Mr B, 7yepopavtoy FN; 112 trav yay Mr, rayay B 
FN; 156 dmdotas Mr B, amdolsas FN; 165 dréxdaiker M, 
améxnareev B FN; 322 rove cxnarres M, trode cxnrre F, rod 
évoxnmre. B; 1079 wavreves M, parever FN; 1089 adxa M, 


o E 
diway EVN; 1151 perorumeis MV, wedorureis F, wodotumeis 
N. The fact that these variants are due to uncial writing and 
to the uncial compendium for »y fixes their source as earlier . 
than M and inclines us to consider B FVN not as copies of M, 
but as derived from the same archetype as the latter. This 
opinion is confirmed by variants evidently due to a double 
reading in the archetype. Two of these stand out pre-eminent, 
In 143 M has rraxa, FN rrdxa, B rrdwvea, the original being 


rank: and the combination of these two readings in B with the 
uncial compendium for py precluding the supposition that they 
existed together first in some copy of M from which B FVN 
were derived. In 101 M has ¢qaives, B daiver, FN gaivovo’. 
I believe that the reading of B is correct and that the passage 
should thus run: 
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atatoivr FVN; 330 pédos Mr, wénos FVN; 405 rdorg Mr, 
réxvois FVN; 434 aény Mr, wédp FVN; 453 xa@aipakovor 
NobHAoy Sorod Mr, xaOarmakouow deneioy Bporod FVN (where 
the false division in M points distinctly to the uncial source of 
the error); 479 edwéuaredov Mr, edzrérdov FV (this being a 
case of lipography complicated with the uncial compendium 
for v); 545 ations Mr, avtions FVN; 654 do@Quaww Mr, 
doOpaiver FVN; 705 ovtic Mr, ovzror’ Fr VN; 8582 xamoduat 
Mr, cadodpar FB VN; 915 npéwrev Mr, tpérrmy F VN; 965 dom 
Mr, Saipo i.e. deum FVN. Of double readings thee is only 
one which clearly shows its origin: in v, 54 where Burges 
correctly wrote Ai8a M has da, FVN Siav; that is, the 


archetype had re the scribe of M ignored the B and evolved 
éva, the scribe of the other manuscript, from which FVN are 
copied, took the 8 for a correction of the A and acutely wrote 
Biav. Owing to the fact that B does not contain the Eumenides, 
we have no other double reading like those in Agam, 101, 143, 
distinctly pointing to the archetype of the three families as its 
source; for the following ed ack (170 yuvyov Mr, cov 


olxov FVN; 217 popotpor Mr, jdpaines FV, popowws N; 431 
Reporte. Aéryou Mr, rrapovtov...doyos FVN; 438 olpaise 


Mr, ehBouat 'FVN and a few others less important) might have 
arisen in some later copy of M and not in the archetype. One 
variation perhaps, 275 ér@md ppevi Mr, érorrd rh ppevi FVN, 
is of archetypal origin. It is rather curious that FVN have 
twice in this play preserved a small lacuna occurring in their 
original: 245 pnvutnpos Mr, pnvuty... FV, pnvutrnow N; 
570 deatopos Tuponuixy Mr, duixtopos..... Tuponu«y V, and 
so F with marginal note médec, Ssaxropos méve N. 

The evidence of the Eumenides thus harmonizes with that 
of the Agamemnon. And I find that, if | adhere to the rules 
which I laid down at the beginning of this paper, I am com- 
pelled to reject the ordinary theory, There are many passages 
where the reading of F VN can be explained as a perversion of 
that of M. But of these passages there is none, perhaps by 
their very nature there cannot be any one, that compels us to 
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assume such an hypothesis to explain it. Rather they stand as 
it were €v petavyui@, and our decision depends not at all on 
such passages as these, but entirely upon passages of a different 
character, if such are to be found. Since then in certain 
passages the codices M and B present differences from the 
group FVN and from each other, which differences can only be 
explained as arising from original uncial writing or from some 
original double reading, we can only regard them as different 
offshoots of one root, a conclusion further confirmed by the 
independent standing of B and of FVN in other passages 
where they differ from M as compared with the manner in 
which the remaining copies differ from that codex, 

As for these remaining manuscripts my silence may perhaps 
suffice to indicate my assent to the ordinary theory. It is 
certainly quite unnecessary for me to do again what has been 
so often done, even if it has been accomplished by a too frequent 
use of ‘facile’ ‘non difficile’ and ‘dilucide apparet.’ One how- 
ever of these later manuscripts, the codex Robortelli, seems, if 
certain peculiarities in Robortello’s text are to be taken as 
representing its reading, though certainly copied from M, to 
have contained variants due to some different tradition. Thus 
the following errors are explicable only by uncial confusion ; 
Ag. 147 dATw@r, 231 tavtToTroAwor, Eum. 46 mpoéfev, 920 véwar, 
949 riot; while in Ag. 1111 if Dindorf’s cacpia be correct, 
then the xai épia of R is to be explained only on the hypo- 
thesis of dittography and uncial confusion, Certain other of 
the more recent manuscripts offer now and then curious 
readings, witness the following of the codex Augustanus, Kum. 
763 6 xai, 773 “Apnyavois wapéEouer, 910 evorevodvtas (ev- 
Gevodvtas Mr, evorevoivra FVN), which I owe to a collation of 
that manuscript with Stanley’s text in the handwriting of 
Godfrey Hermann, But I find nothing to show that any one 
of these later manuscripts is to be elevated to a position equal 
to that of M, and acquiesce in the opinion that they are copies 
of that codex, with some admixture from the other two classes. 

In the Prometheus, Seven against Thebes, and Persae the 
evidence is, as I said before, scantily reported. Hermann, while 
giving numerous variants from the worthless later manuscripts, 
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has cited B very seldom, and of the third class only V. If 
therefore we were to limit ourselves to these three plays, we 
should find very little reason for quarrelling with the accepted 
opinion; and it is no wonder that Martin Sorof (de ratione, 
quae inter eos codices recentiores, quibus Aeschyli fabulae 
Prometheus, Septem adv. Thebas, Persae continentur, et codicem 
Laurentianum intercedat. Berlin 1882) should, on this evi- 
dence alone, come to the conclusion ‘1. omnes codices re- 
centiores, quibus Prom. vil. Pers. continentur, ex uno codice A 
manasse, 2. codicem A ex cod. Laur. descriptum esse, 3. neque 
in codice A, qui quas singulis locis scripturas exhibuerit e 
consensu codicum recentiorum videri liceat, neque in his ipsis 
ulla antiquioris recensionis praeter eam, quae in cod. Laur. 
exstat, vestigia inesse, sed quaecumque in eis aliter atque in 
cod. Laur. exarata sint ad Byzantinos grammaticos referenda 
esse. But now that we have, by consideration of those plays 
where the evidence is more definite and more fully reported, 
arrived at conclusions different from these, the few readings of 
B and V recorded in the three plays may be interpreted im the 
light of those results, and the vast mass of later variants may 
be lett to Sorof and his fellows to deal with as they please. 
There are certain discrepancies between M and VB which 
point to the uncials of the archetype: Theb, 122 woAdp M, 
wokw V; 61 adeupdveav M, wvevpovey BV and the later 
manuscripts except five which have wvevpatoy; 402 duaiper 
M, 6 daivov BVr, this latter reading being written above the 
line in M by a hand of the fourteenth century, which must have 
got it from some one of the later manuscripts; Pers. 45 éiomot 
M, Sforros BVR; 540 amadais M, atadais V. In Pers. 583 
épavrat Saywoma, which all other manuscripts give for the 
épadaipwova of M, cannot possibly have arisen from the latter; 
on the contrary the word épavrac might easily have been 
mutilated in such a concursus of similar letters as épaTatAat- 
povma. Pers. 909 dapacbévtes of V for Suabévres of M may be 
‘correction,’ may equally well be owing to dittography and 
uncial confusion. But perhaps the most striking instance in 
these plays is that of the verse Theb. 177 b. omitted by M but 
given by all the other manuscripts. Of this Weil says (pref. to 
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these three tragedies which are deserving of notice. Thus in 
Theb. 83 V and certain later manuscripts preserve the true 
reading @ri which M has lost, and which can hardly be at- 
tributed to the happy conjecture of some Byzantine scribe: in 


c.- o 
fact the archetype seems here to have had ori, that is, ori, 
whence the wedsorAoxtUros ti of M: again in 91 Geaway of V 
and certain rece. is a most unlikely error or conjecture for Gedy 
of M. It would be interesting to know whether the puzzling 
variant @vA@ in 171, puzzling if regarded as a later conjecture 
for yéver, quoted by Hermann only from some later copies, is to 
be found in FVN or B. That B and several later manuscripts 
in v. 381 offer opyaiver peéver for the opyaiver wévwv of M is the 
ground for Frey’s opinion (de Aeschyli Scholiis Mediceis 1857, 
p- 8) that the reading is a false one owing to a variant in the 

palver  jerear 

preceding line catacOyuaivev péever. Again in v. 906 rapa 8 of 
V for wapeorw 5 of M can, I think, be with more justice 
attributed to some older tradition than to the hand of some 
Byzantine bungler. ‘The following readings from the Persae, if 
not decisive, are at least enough to give us pause before we 
subscribe to the current opinion: 140 aiyudevta M, edvavaevta 
V; 220 rereiv M, AXafeiv B; 226 xatoyos tor xaroy’ V; 260 
AvTrnpa Avirnpa added in B; 339 cupBorais V for éwBorais ; 
421 eatiodro V for urtiottTo; 444 dvow M, dvoe V (perhaps 
owing to the uncial qyci, cf Agam. 6); 534 yévyrae V for 
mpoaOnrat; 539 oruyep@ B for dvodep@; 689 poGialovres M, 
apOpitvovres V; 715 ypovm M, Aoyw B; also the following 
curious omissions which are perhaps owing to later mutilation 
of the archetype: 68 yeitova ywpav omitted by V; 102 duvet 
by V; 160 «ai by V and B; 232 yas by B; 449 dé by B; 641 
SiaBoacw by V; 643 por by V; 648 8 by V; 926 dates by B; 
931 yaias by B. 

The character of Robortello's manuscript is shown by the 
following facts: Theb, 50 it and three other later copies give 
xepowv tor yepoiv, an evident uncial error, cf. Agam. 147; in y. 


derived from the same original. Com- at by Sorof from consideration of 
pare this with the conclusions arrived merely the same evidence! 
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61 it agrees with V and B in another uncial variant mvevpover 
for wAevpovwr; 75 with six of the later manuscripts it gives 
fevyrnot Sovrecjoe for Curyoloe Sovreiotor of M; in 84 for Te 
ypiumrerar it offers 7 éyypiwrrerat; in 91 it agrees with the 
reading of V, Geaway; it contains the verse 177” thus Tolar’ 
av yuvackl cvvvai@y exo ; in 232 it gives another uncial error 
atay for ayav; in 380 it has catrac@palve: wévov thus adding 
additional confirmation to Frey’s theory ; 402 it reads 6 balun. 
In the Persae it agrees with B and V in the reading dSiomroz in 
v. 45; 68 it gives y@ova for ydpav and the converse in v. 75, 
followed in both cases by G; 101 for vaép @varor it offers 
vmepGev; 160 it agrees with V and B in the omission of «at; 
260 with B in the double addition of Avrnpd; in 449 where B 
omits the 6é, R places it before uwdpw; in 641 it agrees with V 
in the omission of 6:a80acm and in the omission of poz in 643, 
as in that of & in 648. In common with B it has a few curious 
transpositions, viz. 255 ro 6€ mepady, 500 orpupovos ayvod, 768 
jvucev épyov. On the contrary it agrees with M against all 
the other copies in the reading réor@ for mayo in Prom. 20, and 
in verse 1039 it stands alone in the reading téyyn yap ovdev 
oudé padtGaaacn xéap ditats. Its ‘mixed’ character is thus 
clearly seen, and it becomes matter for wonder that Dindorf 
and others should persist in the belief that the manuscript used 
by Robortello was no other than M itself. The mixed character 
of the other copies is shown by their agreement now with M 
against the other two classes, now with these latter against M. 
Of. Theb. 50, 61, 75, 83, 91, 171, 177", 381, 402, Pers, 68, 75, 
583. 

Thus far are we led by a consideration of the differences in 
reading between the various manuscripts. I have been anxious 
to state the case fairly and to allow the supporters of the theory 
of Burges as much as could in reason be allowed them. And 
after this examination I cannot but think that that theory is 
untrue, and that the one which I have put forward accounts at 
any rate better for the facts. I must also say that the method 
by which the critics uphold the idea that the Mediceus is the 
source of all other existing manuscripts seems to me to be 
a most illusive and at the same time a most unsafe one to 
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at least as questionable as that of a loss of four verses in this 
place. This lacuna then marks for us the foot of a right- 
hand page, the opening verse of which was 1444, But now 
another question arises. The Mediceus has preserved for us 
only 415 lines (i.e. of the archetype, for the number of verses 
is considerably more), how are we then to proceed with our 
calculation? My suggestion is, that the Florentinus has 
preserved the lost number of lines, its cwXowerpia here ecoincid- 
ing with the ervyouerp/a of the archetype. That this is more 
than probable I am prepared to show. Between verses 322 
and 1051 the Mediceus has lost a whole quire of sixteen pages. 
Of the following quire four pages have been preserved, con- 
taining each of them 47 lines. Now supposing that each 
page of the lost quire contained 47 verses then the number 
of lines lost would be 752. But the number of lines in a page 
of the Mediceus is not a fixed quantity. Thus of the quire 
preceding the missing one the first, second, third, fourth, 
seventh, eighth, ninth, tenth, thirteenth, fifteenth and sixteenth 
pages contain each of them forty-three verses, the fifth forty- 
two, the sixth, eleventh and fourteenth forty-four, and the 
twelfth forty-five. And in the missing quire it is not unlikely 
that the numbers so varied as to make up the sum of 756 lines, 
which is the number of «@da preserved by the Florentinus 
between verses 322 and 1051. Our assumption then, that the 
Mediceus and Florentinus have between them preserved the 
atiyouetpia of the archetype, receives here some slight 
justification. | 
Verse 1458 was the seventeenth of a right-hand page 
From 1158, where the Mediceus for the second time deserts us 
it is the three-hundredth verse in the Florentinus. Verses 1051 
to 1158 are in the Mediceus 94 verses: then follow the 756 
verses preserved by the Florentinus up to v. 323, from which 
in the Mediceus v. 6 is the three-hundred-and-sixteenth, 
Adding together 316, 756, 94, 300, and 4 (this being the 
number of verses lost after 1458) we obtain 1470, which being 
divided by 21 gives us 70, that is from verse 6 to verse 1458 of 
the Agamemnon are 70 pages. 1458 was on a right-hand page, 
consequently 6 was the first of a left-hand page. On the 
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page were the first five nee of the Agamemnon, 
fecoaded by the three lines 
*ATAMEMNON 
BEPATICON ATAMEMNONOC O TIPOAOrIZOMENOC, OYYi O YTTO airicBoy TayGeic, 
pyraz 


so given in the Mediceus. Above this heading came a 
blank line, then the subscription aicyyAoy mépcat (so M) and 
the last eleven verses of the Persae. That play contains 
1075 lines, the subtraction of 11 leaves us 1064. This 
number divided by 21 gives us 50 with a remainder of 
14, that is, the Persae began on the fifty-first page from 
that on which the Agamemnon opened. Now the Agamemnon 
began on the seventy-first page from that which ended with 
1458 and the four verses thereafter lost; consequently verse 
1458 of the Agamemnon came on the hnndied-and-twanty 
second page from that on which the Persae opened, But as 
the former was a right-hand page the latter must have been a 
left-hand one, that is, the Persae began on the second page of 
the archetype, the first according to custom having been left 
vacant. The seven lines preceding the first verse of the Persae 
were occupied by the argument; from page 3 onwards the 
head-lines ran as follows: Pers. 15, 36, 57, 78, 99, 120, 143, 164, 
185, 206, 227, 248, 269, 290, 311, 332, 353, 374, 395, 416, 437, 
458, 479, 500, 521, 542, 563, 585, 606, 627, 648, 669, 690, 711, 
732, 753, 774, 795, 816, 837, 858, 879, 900, 921, 942, 963, 981 
(this verse is lost, evidently owing to its position in the 
archetype), 1005, 1025, 1046, 1067, Agam. 6, 27, 48, 69, 90, 
111, 1338, 154, 175, 196, 217, 238, 259, 280, 301, 322, 343, 364, 
384, 404, 421, 440, 462, 483, 502. 523, 544, 565, 586, 607, 628, 
649, 670, 691, 710, 730, 749, 765, 783, 804, 825, 846, 867, 888, 
909, 930, 951, 971, 991, 1009, 1029, 1050, 1071, 1092, 1117, 
1147, 1169, 1190, 1211, 1232, 1253, 1274, 1295, 1316, 1337, 
1358, 1379, 1400, 1422, 1444. This brings us to p. 123, ending 
with vy. 1458, after which the Florentinus has preserved 217 
verses, that is eleven pages minus fourteen verses, This brings 
the Agamemnon down to line 7 of page 134. Now will the 
long-suffering reader allow me to make another little assump- 
Journal of Philology. vow. xxtt. 5 
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tion? This one is quite unessential to the matter in me 
therefore I may perhaps be permitted to make it. orm 
marked a lacuna of two verses after 1553. Now it is not more 
licentious to suppose that they were originally in the archetype 
and the Mediceus, and omitted through carelessness in that 
manuscript from which FVN were copied, than to suppose 
their loss at all. If then we add these two verses, 1664 comes 
at the foot of the right-hand page 133, which will sufficiently 
account for its mutilation, and the headlines of the eleven 
pages run thus: 1459, 1480, 1500, 1521, 1542, 1559, 1581, 
1602, 1623, 1644, 1665. 

We saw that v. 19 of the Choephori was the last of a left- 
hand page. This must have been p. 136, for on p. 134 were at 
least seven verses of the Agamemnon. But, since 42 verses are 
required to fill pages 135 and 136, and since for that purpose 
we have but 19 verses of the Choephori, we must conclude that 
considerably more than nine verses have been lost from the 
prologue of that play, as Paley saw, comparing those of the 
Agamemnon and Eumenides. This conjecture is supported by 
another consideration. Between Agam, 1158 and Cho, 10 the 
Mediceus has lost twelve pages and the Florentinus has pre- 
served 517 verses. These 517 verses are exactly eleven pages 
of 47 verses each, leaving the twelfth page to be accounted for. 
This probably contained the missing portion of the prologue 
and perhaps also an argument, which in the archetype may 
have filled up the rest of p. 134. From p. 136 the pages run 
as follows: p. 137, vv. 20—40; p. 138, vv. 41—61; p. 139, 
vv. 62—81; p. 140, vv. 82—102; p. 141, vv. 103—122. Thus 
verse 123 should have been at the foot of p. 141, but was in 
reality written at the foot of p. 143, From this latter place to 
the end there are 915 lines, that is, 44 pages minus nine verses. 
The Choephori ended then with the twelfth line of p. 187, the 
headlines from p. 141 onward running thus: 124 (mutilated 
owing to its position), 145, 165, 186, 206, 227, 248, 269, 290, 
$11, 332, 353, 374, 394, 415, 436, 457, 479, 499, 520, 54], 569, 
583, 604, 625, 645, 665, 686, 707, 728, 749, 770, 791, 812, $38, 
855, 876, 896, 917, 938, 958, 979, 1000, 1021, 1042, 1063. 

The remainder of p. 187 was taken up by the subscription 
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of the Choephori and the argument of the Prometheus. This 
play, containing 1087 lines or 52 pages minus 5 verses, began 
with the first line of p. 188 and ended with the sixteenth of 
p. 239, the headlines running thus: 1, 22, 43, 64, 85, 106, 127, 
148, 169, 190, 209, 230, 251, 272, 293, 314, 335, 356, 377, 398, 
419, 440, 461, 482, 508, 524, 547, 582, 606, 631, 653, 674, 695, 
717, 738, 759, 780, 801, 822, 843, 864, 885, 906, 934, 956, 977, 
998, 1019, 1040, 1061, 1085, 1112. This play offers no indica- 
tions in the way of lacunae or mutilated verses, but the 
Eumenides, which follows, suffered mutilation in the archetype 
in a way which has most important bearings on my theory of 
the manuscript relations. The argument of this play followed 
the Prometheus on p. 239, the first line of p. 240 was the title 


+ aicyyAoy “eymenidec + 


as it is written in the Mediceus, To verse 584, é:ros éricra 
THVde KUpwooy Sixny, there are, including the title, 504 lines ; 
the double puyyds and @yyds of vv. 117, 120, 123 and 126 not 
being written in separate lines but prefixed to the following 
distich, while the puyyos diadods GEis of v. 129 formed one 
line with the following Aafe AaBe AaBE AaBe, dpatov. But 
504 lines are exactly 24 pages of 21 lines each, consequently 
v. 584 is the last of p. 263. The following 63 verses 585—647, 
that is, three pages of the archetype, are missing in the three 
manuscripts FVN. This points to loss of those three pages at 
a period posterior to the writing of the Mediceus, anterior to 
that of the manuscript from which FVN were copied. But 
how was it that only three pages of writing were lost? The 
only explanation is that the fourth was blank. When the 
scribe came to the foot of p. 263 he turned over two leaves at 
once, and thus it came to pass that vv. 585—605 were written 
on p. 266, vv. 606—626 on p. 267, vv. 627—647 on p. 268, 
while pp. 264 and 265 were left vacant. How the leaves were 
lost, though unessential, is perhaps ‘not beyond all conjecture.’ 
It may be that some later scribe, perceiving the error of the 
former one, cut out the hundred-and-thirty-third leaf, with the 
intention of writing on p. 264 the verses which had wrongly 
been written on p. 266, and through accident (these scribes, as 
5—2 
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we all know, were a very dull lot!) cut out the hundred-and- 
thirty-fourth as well. He then put the two loose leaves back 
into the book, forgot all about them, and thus they were lost. 
When the next scribe came to copy that manuscript from which 
FVN are derived, the verses were not to be found. Happily 
for us the Mediceus had long been written. 

The Eumenides contained altogether 914 lines, of which the 
first 504 were written, as we saw, on pages 240—263: the 
remaining 410 require 20 pages less 10 verses, and as the first 
of these pages was p. 266, the play finished with the eleventh 
verse of p. 265, The headlines ran thus throughout the whole 
play: title, 21, 42, 63, 84, 105, 131, 152, 182, 203, 224, 245, 268, 
289, 311, 338, 372, 408, 424, 445, 466, 487, 522, 562, 585, 606, 
627, 648, 668 (667 b having been lost at the foot of the pre- 
ceding page), 689, 710, 731, 752, 773, 800, 827, 851, 872, 895, 
916, 947, 977, 1009, 1034, Page 286 began with the heading 


ymd@ecic TON EmTA éTti OHBac, 





which was followed by the short argument in four lines and 
the list of dramatis personae in three lines as given by the 
Medicean. With these eight lines added the play contains 930 
lines, that is 45 pages less 15 lines, so that the play ran to the 
sixth verse of p. 330. To v. 204 there are 189 lines so that the 
sald verse came at the foot of p. 294, where I believe that it 
suffered mutilation. I would, in order to supply é«Aeizrew with 
an object, write ddd’ ody Geods ddytoyc adAovans Tédeos 
éxXetrrety Novos. The cause of the ordinary reading is clear: 

the first three letters were torn away, then some corrector, 
taking toyc for the article and perhaps with a reminiscence of 
Agam. 351, wrote r7s overhead. The headlines in this play 
run as follows: title, 14, 35, 56, 77, 98, 121, 154, 179, 205, 226, 
247, 268, 303, 334, 360, 381, 402, 423, 444, 465, 486, 507, 528, 
549, 570, 591, 612, 633, 654, 675, 696, 717, 741, 777, 798, 825, 
853 (874 b has been lost at the foot of this page), 875, 906, 941, 
987, 1012, 1033, 1061. Whether the argument of the Supplices 
was written on the remaining part of p. 330 or not, I do not 
know: p. 331 began with the title thus given in the Mediceus: 
ik €T-idec d-1c. yy Aoy’ which, with the 892 lines of the play, 
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makes 893 lines, or 44 pages minus ten verses; hence the 
Supplices ended with verse 11 of page 373, the headlines 
running thus: title, 29, 59, 98, 135, 173, 198, 219, 240, 261, 
282, 303, 324, 345, 369, 390, 411, 440, 464, 485, 506, 527, 548, 
571, 592, 613, 634, 666, 708, 734, 755, 777, 802, 842, 882, 912, 
934, 955, 976, 1001, 1022, 1049, 1074. One verse in this play 
has suffered mutilation owing to its position, that is v. 368 
standing at the foot of p. 244. The unusually extensive cor- 
ruption extending through the scene between the maidens and 
the herald is perhaps owing to the fact that pages 364 and 
365, on which the greater part of that scene stood, adhered to 
one another on account of moisture or some similar cause. 
Page 374, the last of the manuscript, was, like the first, vacant. 

The reader is now probably weary of much calculation, and 
soamI. I do not venture to consider the above reckoning as 
in every particular correct—indeed I am only too conscious of 
its many unsure points—still I do think that in the main 
it is right, and that it has helped to make the principal point, 
namely that FVN are derived from a copy of the archetype 
later than M, fixed and certain. To my knowledge only one 
preceding critic has ventured on the task of demonstrating the 
number of pages in the archetype, Rudolf Merkel in his 
*Aeschyli cod. Laurentiani Oxoniae typis expressi praefationis 
lineamenta’ Dec. 1870, but his results are uncertain and 
reached by dubious methods. In his copy of the Oxford 
reprint—a book which, by the way, was of great help to me in 
my calculation—now in my possession, exist still the notes of 
his reckoning, which however, as I have no desire to ruin my 
eyesight by endeavouring to read cramped German hand- 
writing, I have not given myself the trouble to decipher. 





It may not be amiss at the end of this inquiry to sum up 
the results shortly. They are as follows: At some time during 
the tenth century there was brought to Byzantium a manuscript, 
written in uncial letters, and containing the seven tragedies 
of Aeschylus in the following order: Persae, Agamemnon, 
Choephori, Prometheus, Eumenides, Septem adversus Thebas, 
Supplices. The manuscript consisted of 374 pages, of which 
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the first and last according to custom, the 264th and 265th owing 
to accident, were left blank, the remaining pages containing 
each twenty-one verses. Of this manuscript two copies were 
made, of neither of which the priority can be determined: one 
of these now exists in the Laurentian library at Florence, 
desk xxx1I, MS 9, of the other a copy survives in the library of 
S. Mark at Venice, desk xcr, MS 4. At a later time leaves 
133 and 134 of the archetype were lost, with the result that in 
a copy made after that loss, verses 585—647 of the Eumenides 
were missing. This copy no longer survives, but three manu- 
scripts derived from it are still in existence, one in the 
Laurentian library, desk xxx1, MS 8, another in the library of 
S. Mark, xc1. 5, the third in the Farnese library at Naples, L E. 
5, in all of which the said verses are wanting. Of these the 
last manuscript has been throughout most audaciously corrected 
and interpolated. The later manuscripts are copied either 
from any one of these three sources (mostly from the Mediceus) 
or from them all together, as in the case of the later copies of 
the Persae, Prometheus, and Seven against Thebes. The 
manuscript used by Robortello for his edition of 1552, now lost, 
was a copy of the Mediceus but contained annotations from 
some source which I am unable to determine. 

The story of the bringing of the Mediceus to Italy is well 
known. With regard to the codex Bessarionis, I would hazard 
the guess that it was brought over from Greece by that same 
Aurispa to whom Niccolé Niccoli owed the Mediceus; for 
Dindorf says (note to p. Vv of Teubner’s edition): ‘De Ioanne 
Aurispa Siculo comparanda Ambrosii ad eum epistola, in qua 
Ambrosius libros sacros ex Byzantino in Siciliam ab Aurispa 
transmissos memorat. Maioris momenti Aurispae ipsius ad 
Ambrosium epistola est, in qua scriptorum profanorum volumina 
ex Graecia allata Venetiis se habere scribit ducenta et duo de 
quadraginta...Quorum librorum pars aliqua inter eos esse 
eigenen qui nunc in Bibliotheca Marciana we inscripto 

“ «tha Bnocapiwvos.”’ 

Tantum est. Whether the theory here set forth be true 
or not, andif it is true, whether it be of much use or not for the 
restoration of the text of Aeschylus, I now give others the 
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opportunity to decide. In any case the codex Mediceus remains 
our first authority, and the number of passages in which the 
other families of MSS are of use in determining the reading is 
by no means nearly so great as those in which we could depend 
upon the former alone. Still a few such passages have been 
pointed out above, others are easily to be found, and I am 
conscious of a belief, and perhaps also of a wrong-headed kind 
of hope, that a better collation of the other families will bring 
many more such to light. I must also point out certain 
passages wherein the reading of the second hand in M agrees 
with that of the first hand in the other manuscripts, and where 
the practical result of this theory would be to keep us from 
following the first hand of M as if it were, if not the whole 
truth, at least as much of it as we could get. I will give one 
instance. In Theb. 302 M has by the first hand «ata piwordov 
arav éuBadovres, by the second «ai ray xTX., in agreement 
with all other manuscripts, including B and Y. Dr Verrall 
follows the first hand, saying ‘'The preposition is adverbial and 
constructed with éufardvres, quasi rateuBadortes. I do not 
venture to say that this is incorrect, but I would point out that 
the consensus of all the manuscripts would seem to indicate 
«al ray as the archetypal reading, and that KATA is a very 
easy error for KAITA. 

But the matter is now off my hands, and it is probable that 
I shall not again return to it. It is now for others to decide 
concerning the truth and value of my theory; it cost me no 
small amount of time and labour, balanced by the interest we 
all find in solving a difficult problem and—why should I not 
confess it?—the vain pleasure arising from the (perhaps 
deceptive) consciousness of having been the first to find the 
truth where many had sought it. 


CHR. BRENNAN. 


PROPERT. IV. 3. 35—38. 


Et disco qua parte fluat uincendus Araxes 
Quot sine aqua Parthus milia currat ecus. 

Cogor et e tabula pictos ediscere mundos 
Qualis et thaec docti sit positura dei. 


Hoeufft conj. Dahae for det. Rightly, I think, as regards 
the people meant, the Scythian Dahae, Vergil’s Indomitique 
Dahae (Aen. vill. 728). Mela 1. 1. 18 Dahae super Scythas 
Scytharumque deserta. ib. 111. 5 § 42 (Oxos) wata Dahas primum 
unflectitur cursuque ad septentrionem conuerso inter Amardos ée 
Paesicas os aperit. This people is identified by a writer in the 
Dict. Geog. with the Dai of Herodotus 1. 125, and this form of 
the gen. singular I suppose to have been written by the poet. 

Then haec docti will be educti, the elevated Daan: a good 
word to describe the northern heights of Scythia, and perfectly 
illustrated by Vergil’s (G. 1. 240, 1) 


Mundus ut ad Scythiam Rhipaeasque arduus arces 
Consurgit, premitur Libyae devexus ad Austros. 


ROBINSON ELLIS. 


ENNIUS ANN. 307—310. 


Scitus, secunda loquens in tempore, commodus, uerbum 
Paucum, multa tenens antiqua sepulta uetustas 

+Quae facit et mores ueteresque nouosque tenentem 
Multorum ueterum leges diuumque hominumque. 


Among the conjectures proposed to remove the difficulty of 
this passage, I do not find any suggestion that tenentem may be 
an error for tenentum. If this was so, Quae might be retained 
as accus. plural, depending on feceit, which I elicit from the 
fact et of the MSS. of Gellius. The construction would be 
tenens multa antiqua sepulta quae feceit uetustas tenentum mores 
ueteresque nouosque, ‘a store-house of much that was old and 
forgotten, of things done by an older generation of men who 
observed the customs of the past equally with those of newer 
times. Multorum ueterum leges seems to be a further expan- 
sion of mores ueteresque nouwosque, not only customs, but laws 
which went back to immemorial antiquity and in some cases 
were alleged to be instituted by the Gods themselves. 


ROBINSON ELLIS. 


SCALIGER’S UNPUBLISHED EMENDATIONS IN 
NONIUS (continued). 


P. 267 32 (colligere) “Confligere N.” So Mercier in a 
manuscript note in his first edition; f. confligere, and in the 
printed text of his second. 

274 19 (convertere) “Convenire N.” He adds “‘(con- 
venire) et’, v.c. Scaligeri.” (See Miiller’s apparatus.) 

278 18 “Demere, demam, demere, demitur N.” ‘Demam’ 
recte bri Plaut: says Miller. 

279 4 (persuade) “ Pervade N.” So Miiller. 

“ (Haud) transeas” N. 

280 2 (Caecilius) “Caelius, Sc.” So Mercier in his second 
edition. 

280 36 (in id) “Init. VN.” So MS ap. Barth., Quicherat. 

282 2 (domina) “ Domina S.” 

284 16 (rationem paret) “ Ratio rem valet N.” 

286 28, 29 (existimatio nomen) “N. existimationem 
meam.” 

(referat) “ Referant N.” 

300 13 (cedere) “Cadere N”: so Mercier in manuscript 
note to ed. 1, and in the printed text of ed. 2. Quicherat and 
Miller follow. 

300 32 (quin totam purges, debelles me atque deuras) 
“Quin te tu purges, detergas, meque deuras N.” 

301 9 (nervos omnes eligat) “ Nervos eliget omnes N.” 

302 7 = (atem) “Ignis XN.” So Brisson ap. Quich. 

307 14 (ut queam) “Ut non queam S.” At si, a late 
emendation of his, is not in these notes. 

321 31 (audi) “ Audio S.” 

322 7 (sabes) “Ciris S.” Ciris also Delbene, in a MS note 
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quoted by Quicherat: Mercier in a manuscript note to his first 
edition, and in the notes, but not the text, of his second. 

325 6 (cum isti ilico, id est in ewm locwm) “ Cum iste (id 
est ivistt) ilico. Ilico, id est in eo loco. Naevius. N.” (‘ Ilico, 
in €0 loco,’ ita scripsi, quum libri haberent ‘in eo loco, Mercier 
in ed. 2.) 

325 32 (Sallustius Iugurtha) “Sie lego, Sallust. Iu- 
gurtha, ub.” 

332 43 (sermonem satus) “Sermonem eius, Sc.” (“ Lego 
‘sermones evus.” Mercier in margin of first edition: in Plauto 

- melius ‘ sermonem eius’ in the note in his second.) 

333 1 (hoc et) “ Hine et, Se.” (‘ Hine’ conj, vir doctus in 
margine Iunti: quod ipse scripseram, Quicherat.) 

335 33 (Sallust. Catil. hb. I.) “L. Cicero in Cat. primo, 
N.” (So Mercier in a manuscript note to his first edition, and 
the text of his second.) 

336 28 “SS lacte.” So in his Conjectanea p. 158: Mercier 
in the margin of his first edition writes ic. lacte, and scribe 
‘lacte’ in the notes to his second. 

339 24 (et)“TeS.” (So afterwards Passerat.) 

340 25 (vurtutis haec tuae artis). “S; haec virtutis tuae 
atque artis.” (So Corpet and Miller.) 

342 17 (maneas ad his etc.) “An ‘abeas ab his, An te 
extlio mactent Pelopis ea terminis:’ S.S.S.” 

342 33 “Tlacite, 8.” So Conjectanea p. 87. 

344 13 (nescio quid non est hoc merum) “NV. ‘merwm’ 
hic forte pro‘mirum’ positum, et sic emaculandus locus: ‘Nescio, 
A. Quid? B. Non est hoc meruwm quod hic plorat.” 

344 33,36 (dum miles hibernas etc.) “S.S.S. Dwm miles 
Ibera In terra aera meret tres ex aetate quasi annos.” (annos 
hic errat) “S.S.S.8. Annos hie terra iam plures miles Ibera 
Nobiscum meret.” Both emendations appear in Mercier’s second 
edition ; the last also in Palmier’s Spicilegiwm p. 167 (a. 1580). 

347 31 (sequatur) “ Sectetur S.” 

352 29 (cassam) “ Caussam N.” 

353 35 “N.N. Coaluerunt hic duo fragmenta Sallustii, 
perperamque meo quidem iudicio, sic disywngenda. ‘Kt iam 
ante Lugurthae filia Boccho nupserat: verum ea necessitudo,’ 


— : 3 
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Idem Catilina, ‘ Praeterea necessitudo, quae etiam timidos fortes 
facit. Idem Iugurthae bello.” (So Mercier in his second 
edition ; Quicherat says from Nicolas Faber.) 

355 18 (fere) “F. ferro, N.” 

355 29 “F. ‘supersedeas agere, ut ne inmane’ N. Tu, Dne 
Scriveri, judica.” This must be Alexander Schryver, not Peter, 
who was born in 1575, 

357 2 (pueri) “S. puelli.” 

357 9 (altars) “ Achaeis 8.” 

358 5 (haec......domive). “Ht. te 8S.’ This is quoted by 
Quicherat as scriptum in margine Juni: is it then possible that 
the Meermann volume got into the hands of some Parisian 
scholar? The emendation is also written on the margin of 
Mercier’s first edition: in his second Mercier has ae...domz te. 

358 9 (non amatorem olim defensorem per eum volet) 
“ Leg. ‘nunc’: ‘rerum’ vel ‘Chaeream.’” (Nune Mercier in his 
second edition.) 

361 25 “Unam, S”: and so again in the Catalecta. 

364 7 (sed ut ipsi seu animum etc.) “Sed ut tpsi saeva 
nimium periclitantur, videant quid se putent esse facturos NV.” 
365 17 (regere) “ F. tegere: N.” (and so Lipsius). 

369 41 (putem) “ Forte ‘ putent.’ ” 
370 16 (Synaristosis. Heri etc.) “ Hetaerista. Scis heri, 





Se. 

373 2 (haec faciant) “ Fort. ‘ ecfaciant.’” 

878 19 (nune sancta) “ Samnita 8S.” 

378 23 (premens) “Permensa 8S.” (and so Columna, a. 
1590.) 

381 17 (melior remis) “Ergo Nonius legit in Virgilio 
‘melior remus. ‘Remiges’ Plautus vocat navales pedes.” 

382 13 (hwmorem) “‘ Humore,’ Delrio, Sc.” 

386 30 (laeta wri) “‘ Laetavisti’ omnino legendwm est, 

um adducitur supra” (p. 132) “in ‘Laetare’”” So 

afterwards Passerat (ap. Quich.) and Mercier in his second 
edition. 

391 41 (quanti) “Quanti NV.” Attributed to Gulielmus; 
but I cannot find it either in his Verisimilia or his Plautinae 
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392 22 (possunt) “Possum N.” So Mercier in the MS 
notes to his first edition, from V (i.e. vetus codex), and in his 
second edition. 

392 26 (viswm est mani mihi) “.N. virwm aestimavi mihi.” — 

393 31 (huc) “ Hue N.” 

394 3 (ewm vires) “Cum wiris N. Cum vwiro C” (ie. 
Cujas’ MS). Quicherat quotes cum viris from Cujas. 

397 41 (hoc) “huc N.” So Turnebus, and Guyet ap. Quich. 

398 24 (vatis) “F. votis.” So Bongars, notes to Justin 24 
5 (p. 60), and Mercier in his second edition. 

398 33 (habere, ulcisci) “habere atque ulcisct, Sc.” 

422 15 (legatum) “F. levatum N.” So Passerat ap. Quich., 
Mercier in the MS notes to his first edition and the text of his 
second, 

423 5 (ise veritatem) “ F. inciwilitatem N.” 

426 3 (exoratus) “F. exortus N.” So Mercier in his 
second edition. 

427 5 (citer) “ Teter, Sc.,” and so Passerat ap. Quicherat. 
But afterwards Scaliger con]. icterus. 

430 2 (unde sacrificantibus) “ F. unde a sacrificantibus N.” 

4549 (profesto concelebras) “ Profesto et festo concelebras, 


434.13 (tutum) “ Tum ut, Sc.” 

438 7 (annuere) Scaliger would expunge the word. 

445 7 (heu miht) “ Hei mt N.” Hi Mercier in MS note in 
his first edition, and in the text of his second. 

445 9 (Eurysacem) “Hurysace S.” So Passerat ap. Quich. 

447 23 “Sc. ‘sicco robore, vel ‘probrose.”  Sicco robore is 
known, 

449 19 (anvmata in Junius) “Jnanimata N, ut ex ea- 
emplis patet”: so Ald. before him. 

450 24 “Sc. Mallem ‘ cincinnis, qua ratione etiam diait 
‘calamistratam orationem.” Cincinnos, cincinnis Quicherat, 
from Cie. De Or. 3 § 100. 

451 16 (regi) “ Lego, ‘legi’ N.” 

452 6 (superficias) “ Supercilia, Sc.” 

453 19 (habent) “‘ Habebant’ ex Sallustio legendum.” So 
ed, 1470, and afterwards Quicherat. 
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455 13 (tantum uti Junius) “ Tanti viri VN.” 

455 20 (barba) “ Barbato N”: and so Passerat. 

456 1 (excorde) “ Exporge S.” Malo ‘ ewporge,; Mercier in 
MS note to his first edition: and he adopts it in his second. 

458 24 “Quam sympathiam labia et oculi haberent, quid 
imaginum interesset puerum utrum e. d. is verus an povos Epws 
ac purus dum cogito 8.8. 8.8.” 

464 7 (actus) “ Aestus N.” 

465 13 (Claudius lib. avi. Agni) “N. Annali.” “ Lego avi 
Annal.” Mercier MS note to his first edition, and in the 
printed note in bis second. 

466 5 (dolentis persona eos parentes cares) “Illud ‘do- 
lentis persona’ interpretamentum Nonii est. Ego lego ‘meos 
parentes careo.” So Mercier in his second edition. 

467 22* (alte) “ F. alitem N.” 

467 36 (viget, vagat) “ Induco ro ‘viget, quoniam in ». Ll. 
non reperitur, nhilque ad sensum facit.’ So Mercier in his 
second edition. 

467 31 (Cadmi devagant) “Cadmides 8.” Cadmeide 
Mercier in MS note to his first edition, and in the text of his 
second, 

467 29 “N. Quid tandem ubi ea est? Quo se receptat (for 
quod recepta) exul. N. incerta vagat.” Fortasse “ quo” Mercier 
in MS note to his first edition, but not in the text of his second. 

468 26 (atque) “ Utque, Sc.” And so recently Miiller, 

469 20 (et quam) “ Aequam, Sc.”; and so Fruterius and 
others. 

469 23 (ordine) “Ordina N.” 

472 20 (te) “ Sese, Se.” 

473 7 (neque, ete. cor) “ Neque Cor tam ferum, Se.” 

473 16 (sine) “ Sibi, Sc.” 

474 34 (privem) “ Iuvem N.” 

475 2 (sit sed tamen) “ Siet tamen N.” 

475 12 (corrige) “ Porrige N. Sic quoque edidit Delrio.” 
Quicherat quotes several other scholars as having made this 
correction, 

* This and the three following notes are printed in the order given by 
Junius, 


—_ 
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475 15 (O socw) “Nunc O soci S.”; making an anapaestic 
line. . 

475 19 (prologo) “ Prologus, Sc.” 

475 35 (ego praestolabo illi, eo citante opicium) “ Ego 
praestolabo illic ut sit anted ostium N.” Oscitans ante ostium, 
Bothe. 

479 16 (ansatus) “‘Comatus’ Sc. ‘conatus’ M. C.” (meus 
codex). 

480 26 (aut ambos mira aut noli mirare de eodem) 
“ Locum hune corruptwm esse autumo, sicque restituendum ; ‘Aut 
ambos mira aut noli mirare. Idem eodem’; ut sequens exem- 
plum omassum sit.” Idem eodem afterwards Roeper. 

481 16 (lib. V) “Quinto S.”; and so 482 31. Jn quinto 
Mercier in MS note to his first edition, and in the text of his 
second. Qwinto Quicherat. 

482 10 (non tam calleo) Scaliger would expunge non tam. 

483 12 (si me) “‘Sive. Ita lego.” 

483 36 (almo) “Albo, NevKdduvos, Sc.” Albo Faber ap. 
Quich. 

484 19 (senatis) “F. senatwis N.” So Mercier in his 
second edition. 

489 29 (qui hoc hie clamoris) Scaliger would expunge 


490 18 (inscitia, ferocitate atque ferocia) Scaliger would 
expunge /ferocitute. 

490 28 (detundite) “ Deturbata 8.” 

494 1 (ac ducentum) “ Atque, Scal.” So Bouterwek ap. 
L. Miiller. 

495 20 (vim citatam quadrupedum) “ Vim incitatum quad- 
rupedum NV.” 

496 28 (oratum peteret) “F. et petere.” 

496 31 (jiert contumeliam cuius a te veretur mawime) 
“ Leg. ‘contumeliam a te, cuius veretur maxime,’ N. N.” 

498 8 (Locrorum) “ F. lucorum.” So afterwards Biicheler 

498 10 (capi sortiri) “F. capitis potiri’’; but afterwards 
he conjectured captus. Captus potiri Ianus Dousa. 

498 11 The words idem libro octavo Scaliger would cut 
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out, and then join the words quarum et abundemus rerum et 
quarwm indigeamus to the line from book 6, thus: “W. Possim 
si hortarier illos Quarum et abundemus ete. Capitis potiri he 
would thus treat as a separate note of Nonius, 

498 25 (gesserint) “ Lego ‘cesserint’ N.” So Lipsius. 

500 3 (misereor saepe studitos volo) “Forte ‘ Miserert 
saepe stupidos volo.’” 

500 15 (in solum) “ N. in os,” 

500 25 (minuendi refert res) “ Minuendi quaeque refert 
res, Scal.” 

500 27 (ret quae resistit) “ Reique resistit N.” So Gifa- 
nius, quoted by Mercier in the MS note to his first edition. 

501 5 (omne nomen Ilium par nemo) “ Scaliger: ‘par 
neminis,’” 

501 13. (hominem) “ Hominum 8.” So Mercier in MS 
note to his first edition, and in the text of his second, 

502 12 (inibo) “‘Inhio’ lego N.” So Passerat and 
Faber ap. Quich. and from Passerat Mercier in MS note to 
ed. 1, and in ed. 2. 

504 19 (puerwmque ut laverent) “ Laverunt, Sc.” 

505 3 (aura) “Aula N. This is known-from his Con- 
jectanea 69, p. 113. 

505 35, 506 1 (audibo pro audiam, Ennius Telamone, 
‘more antiquo audibo’) “ Legendwm ‘ Audibo pro audiam more 
antiquo Ennius Telam. Audibo atque aures tibi contra utendas 
dabo.’” Audibo pro audiam more antiquo Gothofred. ap. Quich., 
and Quicherat himself Atgue for neque ed. 1470. 

506 8 (primum fulgit uti caldwm et fornaceum ferrum) 
“ Lego ‘Primum f. uti c. ea fornacibus ferrum, Vel * calidum 
fornacibus ferrum.” ex fornacibus Dousa and Passerat. 

507 32 (pater at est negato esse, hic me operibo caput) 
“Schegkius, ‘ Pater adest.’ N. ‘St. (? St. St. 2) negato esse hic 
me, 0. c.” 

509 20 (disertim dicere plane, palam Titinnio auctore 
possumus Veliterna). Lucillio Scaliger from the MSS, and 
Titinnius Veliterna, 

510 9  (nwne te obtestor) “ Nunc ted obtestor, Se.” 

510 18 (crudeliter ille) “ F. ili NY” 
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512 13 (quam duriter vos educavit atque aspere, non negat) 
“Quam duriter Vos educavit aspereque, non negat 8.” So 
Quicherat. 

512 35 (quoniam) “ Lego ‘ quam.” 

514 18 (equo) “ Aequore N.” 

515 30 (trabem) “ Trahere, Sc.” 

516 21 (duos sensim) “ sess Sc.” 

517 18 (nam) “F. eam.” Miiller proposes iam. 

518 34 (Pedius) “ L. Sc. ‘ Delius. ” 

520 25 (modica sunt) “L. ‘modica sunto’ N.” 

528 5 (vel ad Herculis athla athletae) “Forte to ‘ad’ 
inducendum.” 

528 25 (hic Demetrius est natus quod luces habet annus 
absolutus) “Epigramma Varronis sic legendwm est. ‘ Hic 
Demetrius aestimatus est tot aeneas tot* Quwot luces habet annus 
absolutus. Sc. Scalig.” Subsequently, im the Catalecta, he 
wrote Hic Demetrius aeneus tot aptust etc. 

531 24 (a forno) “ Meurs. ‘formo,’ sed ante te Scaliger.” 

533 8 (arte) “ Arce N.” 

534 23 (in alits domini delicias faselo nactum tonsili remo 
vilem flictam solvit) Tunius conj. alius...nactus tonsillas litore 
movit, conflictum etc. Scaliger says Suspicor ‘ Deinde’ (vel 
‘domini’) delicias faselo nactus tonsillas litore movit, constric- 
tam solvit. 

534 29 (indicit) “F. incidit.” So Mercier in the MS note 
to his first edition, and in the text of his second. 

535 10 (fides) “ Obsides, Scal.” 

536 5 (ancorae) “Anconae Sc.”; but on second thoughts 
he writes “ Lege ‘ Ancona, vincula quibus antennae tenentur, ut 
nomen pluralis numeri tantum.’ Utitur de bove (? cervo) Gratius 


in Cynegetico (87) 
‘ast ubi lentae 


Interdum Lnbyco fucantur sandice painne, 
Linteaque extritis lucent anconibus arma.’ N.” 


(vel omnia) “ Velum, Se.” (vela Tunius). 
536 7 (funis enim praecisus cito atque ancora soluta) 
“ Cito est Sc. Ancora penultima longa, aut legendum est ‘ ora.’ ” 
Journal of Philology. vou. Xx11. 6 


= 
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536 9 (pro gubernator) “ Leg. progubernatore.” The con- 
jecture is older than Sealiger, for Bentinus nays hic me alicubi 
sic legisse memini ‘ Qut pro gubernatore se gerens. The reading 
does not, so far as I see, occur in any of the older editions. 

536 27 (sordidwm) “F. sordidulum.” So Ianus Dousa. 

537 30 (venusta) “ Venustet: N.” 

538 15 (suspendit Laribus marinas molles pilas) “S.SS.S, 
Suspendit Laribus marinis monilia, lapillos.” Marinis Turne- 
bus ap. Quich. 

538 30 (cum neque aptam mollis humeris fibulam sagus 
ferret) “F. ‘mollibus’ Vel ‘Cum neque apte mollis hwmerus 
Jibulam sagi ferret’ N.” 

538 31 (sagaria nunc) “‘ Saga indwunt’ Colerus: ‘nume- 
rat, Seal.” 

539 7 (cubo in Sardinia ista pedibus) Iunius conj. eubo 
in Sardinianis tapetibus. “ Sardinianis incubo tapetibus, Sec.” 

539 14 (diffingitur) “ Difingetur, Sc. Detingitur: forte 
‘ detingit. ” 

541 11 ( fluvii) “In aliis ‘ flumina’: forsan ‘ flaminiae’ 8.” 

542 11 (in omnibus rebus bonis quotidianis cubo in Sardi- 
nianis tapetibus) “Quotidianis omnibus rebus bonis Sandinianis 
wncubo tapetibus. S.S.S8.” 

543 5 (aula vel olla) “ Legendwm ‘aula vel ola, quam nos 
ollam dicimus. Veteres enim litteras non geminabant, ut notat 
Festus in hac ipsa voce.” Vel ola was afterwards proposed by 
Roth. 

543 10 (Vulcanwm, nec cum novae etc.) “Ne novae N.” 
“Olarum N.” 

543 17 (solvenda) “ Sorbenda, Sc.” 

544 26 (tamen tum) “ Temetum, Se.” 

545 16 (Plautus) “ Laberius N.” 

547 27 (populo nohiliwm Tarentinarwm) “ Pocula nobilium 
toreumatum Sc. Veteres enim omnes ‘hune Tarentarvwm.’” 

551 27 (rei quos) Reliquos Bentinus : “ Sc. reiculos.” Rei- 
culos also L. Miiller. 

553 10 (quem sequuntur cum rotundis velites leves palmis) 
“ Lego ita. Sc. ‘Quem cum rutundis velites leves parmis Insigni- 
bus sequuntur antesignant Multi quadratis.’” 
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554 9 (sparos lanceae) “ Lego, ‘Sparus et lanceae.’” 

554.14 (ac sibt restitur et hastas) “Lege ex Sallustio, ‘At 
si res postulet, hastas’ N.” 

556 6 (matertera grava bellica) “Materes tela grandia, 
Sc. F. ‘tela Gallica”” And at the top of the page he adds 
Strabo de Gallor. armis lib. IV, cat pépes wartod te eldos. Ll. wal 
parepis: compendium scripturae locum corrupit. 

556 9 (manipult spartei pice contectt) “ F. ‘parte pice.” 


HENRY NETTLESHIP. 


The notes contained in the foregoing pages were the last 
work which came from the hand of the late Professor Nettle- 
ship. They were written out during the early stages of the 
illness which terminated in his lamented death, and after they 
were in type he was unable to revise the proof. They have 
not therefore had the benefit of his accurate supervision, but 
Professor J. E. B. Mayor, with his usual kindness, has seen 
them through the press. [dd.] 


- 


the one hand into conquirere by the frequent error co for a, on 
the other into aquirere by the abbreviation @ for an. Then for 
wulgo, remembering that f and w are often confused (Iv ix 34 
wana for fana) and that the compendium for re is often omitted 
(Sen. Ag. 161 dango for languore), I propose fulgore : 

non illis studium fulgore anquirere amantes, 
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1 xi 19. 
mi neque amare aliam neque ab hac desistere fas est. 


desistere F, dissistere AN, discedere DV. Either the first or 
the last may be right, but it is perhaps most scientific to 
seek the origin of these variations in Heinsius’ desciscere. 


i xiv 5. nec sic Electra, salwwm cum aspexit Orestem. 


saluum cum FN, suum saluwm DV: the latter is of course 
‘corrupt but probably points to the order cum saluwum: this 
rhythm, the third foot ending with the end of a word, is 
common enough in Propertius but avoided by the Ovidian 
school with whose principles the copyists are imbued. 


II xiv 29—382. 


nunc ad te, mea lux, ueniet mea litore nauis 
seruata. an mediis sidat honusta uadis? 

quod si forte aliqua nobis mutabere culpa 
uestibulum iaceam mortuus ante tuum. 


an FN,in DV. quod DVN, quae F. Propertius in this poem 
exults over the past night which has reconciled him to Cynthia 
after a long exclusion: he promises to render thankofferings at 
the shrine of Venus: then follow these verses and conclude 
the elegy. The above pointing, with its absurd interrogation, is 
Hertzberg’s: I forbear to quote his long paraphrase since it is 
sufficiently refuted by the fact that it obliges him to render 
the quod of v. 31 (quae is of course impossible with his reading) 
as if it were nam. Baehrens punctuates ‘nunc ad te, mea lux, 
ueniet, mea litore nauis | seruata an mediis sidat honusta 
uadis’, which will apparently mean ‘nunc ad te ueniet mea 
nauis, siue litore seruata sidat siue mediis uadis honusta sidat’ ! 
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to what he has observed at the lady’s house. The plura of DV 
is faultless, but that will not content a scientific critic who 
notices that F has fata: he requires the common parent of the 
two readings; and this Mr Palmer finds in furta, The words 
Jurta facta fata are so much confounded in medieval mss that 
when our text gives one we may take whichever we please of 
the three: at Mii 4 N has fata for furta, Then on the other 
hand furta closely resembles purla which would infallibly be 
altered to plura. The appropriateness of the word, ‘infidelities’, 
is evident. 
II xxix 41. sic ego tam sancti custos recludor amoris. 


custos recludor DV, custodis rector F, custode reludor N: none 
of these is defensible and the conjectures proposed are many. 
Propertius is relating how he stole to Cynthia’s bedside to see 
if she were alone: she was, and on awaking upbraided him 
with his suspicions, ‘quid tu matutinus, ait, speculator 
amicae?| me similem uestris moribus esse putas?’ and so on. 
Burmann proposes custos eludor: perhaps custos deludor will 
best explain the phenomena in the ss: ‘thus I prove a fool 
for my pains in spying on my virtuous mistress’: this sense of 
‘custos’ is abundantly illustrated in the lexicons. 
It xxx 338—40, 
ipsa Venus, quamuis corrupta libidine Martis, 
nec minus in caelo semper honesta fuit, 
quamuis Ida [Parim] pastorem dicat amasse 
atque inter pecudes accubuisse deam. 
hoe et Hamadryadum spectauit turba sororum 
Silenique senes et pater ipse chori, 
cum quibus Idaeo legisti poma sub antro 
subposita excipiens Naica dona manu. 


hoc DVN, non F. In this passage as it stands the ‘legisti’ of 
vy. 39 is nonsense: this poem is addressed to Cynthia; but 
Leet never went applegathering on Ida with Silenus and 
famadryads and the rest. Venus did; and therefore it is 
rightly held that Propertius here diverts his address to Venus; 
but the mode in which the mss make him do so is wrongly 
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defended, and is libellously described as ‘ Propertian’, From 
the practice of authors whose MSs are good and early we learn 
that either a vocative or a personal pronoun is required in 
such cases; and here instead of hoc or now I would write 
wos: ‘thou, Venus, and thy lover were seen by the Hama- 
dryads...with whom thou gatheredst’ ete. The same correction 
of hoc to wos is to be made in Cat. 36 9: ‘annales Volusi, 
cacata charta, | uotum soluite pro mea puella, | nam.,.uouit... 
electissima pessimi poetae | scripta tardipedi deo daturam...et 
hoc pessima se puella uidit...uouere’. ‘pessima’ here can have 
no other meaning than ‘ pessimi’ just above, that is to say 
it must be neut. plur, and mean ‘ pessima scripta’: hoe there- 
fore cannot be right. But neither can the old correction haec. 
Catullus began by addressing the ‘annales’, and not until v. 11 
‘nunc, o caeruleo creata ponto’ does he divert his address 
to anyone else: thenceforward he addresses Venus throughout 
seven verses, and at v. 18 with ‘at uos interea’ returns to the 
‘annales’ again. The poem is short and is composed with 
much artifice ; and I call it incredible that at v. 9 he should so 
have lost his way as to forget he was addressing the ‘annales’ 
and to speak of them in the third person. hoc then should 
be wos, 
II xxxiv 51—54, 
harum nulla solet rationem quaerere mundi, 
nec cur fraternis luna laboret equis, 
nec si post Stygias aliquid restauerit undas, 
nec si consulto fulmina missa tonent, 

restauerit undas DV, restabit ertijpnas F; restahtt N, whose 
scribe knew the quantity of erumpnas or aerwmnas and ac— 
cordingly left it out. wndas of course is right, but the fornae 
restauerit is impossible in an Augustan writer. The vulgate is 
Wassenberg’s restabimus undas, a very rough alteration; and 
instead of the harsh ‘aliquid restabimus’ one would look fox— 
something more like the ‘si tamen e nobis aliquid nisi nomen® 
et umbra | restat’ of Ovid amor. m1 9 59 or the ‘si tamem 
extinctis aliquid nisi nomina restat’ of trist. IV 10 85. Noy 
the divergency of the Mss would be explained to perfection by 


iil 
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supposing that the archetype had restabiterundas: DV then 
will have altered b to wv and transposed the syllables 7 and er ; 
F avoiding these errors will have altered d to p and transposed 
it with n. But this hypothetical reading wants but one letter 
to make good sense: Munro restores ‘nec si post Stygias 
aliquid rest arbiter wndas’, ‘whether there is really any such 
thing as the judge on the yonder side of Styx’: the indicative 
amidst subjunctives is very characteristic of Propertius, see 
Ii v 25—46. Compare Ovid met. vi 542 sq. ‘si numina 
diuum | sunt aliquid’, amor. I 12 3 ‘omina sunt aliquid’, 1 3 
23 ‘aut sine re nomen deus est’, ex Pont. 1v 1 17 ‘da mihi, 
si quid ea est, hebetantem pectora Lethen’, 14 11 ‘Stya 
quoque, si quid ea est’, Cic. n. d. 11 53 ‘qui hos deos ex 
hominum genere in caelum translatos non re sed opinione esse 
dicunt’, pro Sest. 71 ‘respirasse homines uidebantur nondum 
re’; also Prop. IV vii 1 ‘sunt aliquid manes’ and II v 39 sqq. 
“sub terris sint iura deum...an ficta in miseras descendit fabula 
gentis | et timor haut ultra quam rogus esse potest’, and finally 
il xix 27 ‘ Minos sedet arbiter Orci’, which suggested to Jacob 
the conjecture ‘aliquis sedet arbiter’ on which Munro's is 
based. 


III ii 23, 24. 
aut illis flamma aut imber subducet honores 
annorum aut ictu pondera uicta ruent. 


ictu pondera F, ictu pondere N, ictus pondere DV. The ob- 
jection to the above reading, the vulgate, as also to N’s ‘ictu, 
pondere uicta, ruent’, is the singular ‘ictu’ where the sense 
requires the plural: hence the conjectures ‘ipso pondere’ and 
*tacito pondere’, But the ictus of DV will help us here: it is 
nom, plur., and ‘ruent’ is transitive as in Virgil and Horace. 
It would be possible to accept the reading of DV entire, ‘the 
strokes of years will overthrow them, crushed by their own 
weight’; but the construction will be clearer and the corrup- 
tions better explained if we adopt ictus from DV and pondera 
from F: ‘annorum aut ictus pondera uicta ruent’, ‘the strokes 
of years will overcome the massy piles and cast them down’: 








as 
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scribes unacquainted with the transitive use of ‘ruo’ found this 
unintelligible and emended it as they could. 

IvVii5 haee me turba iuuat, nec templo laetor eburno. 
haec me FN, nec mea DV: each family gives one word right 
and one wrong. 


IV iv 55—58. 
sic, hospes, pariamne tua regina sub aula? 
dos tibi non humilis prodita Roma uenit. 
si minus, at raptae non sint impune Sabinae: 
me rape et alterna lege repende uices. 
pariamne N, patrianne F, patiare DV. It does not appear to me 
that either ‘sic’ or ‘hospes’ is suspicious: ‘sic’ signifies ‘on con- 
dition of my betraying Rome’ as she has just proposed; ‘hospes’ 
here as in many other passages duly registered in the lexicons 
means merely ‘stranger’, and it is natural that Tarpeia should call 
Tatius so rather than ‘hostis’. But pariam on the lips of a 
Vestal virgin overcome by first love is much worse than pre- 
mature; and this reading is therefore surrendered by some of 
N’s keenest partisans, as for instance by Mr Leo. patiare, 
accepted by Baehrens, demands the alteration of other words 
which as I said are not in themselves suspicious: he writes 
‘sim compar patiare’, and no slighter change seems adequate, 
for ‘sospes’ is refuted by the ‘si minus’ of the next distich. 
The most probable correction proposed is Heinsins’ spatiorne, 
though perhaps spatierne is preferable: compare Verg. Aen. 
1 46 ‘incedo regina’: if the s were absorbed by the final s of 
‘hospes’, it is clear that patierne might easily give rise to the 
variants we find in the Mss. Heinsius’ ‘dic’ for ‘sic’ may also 
be night, though it does not seem necessary. 
Iv xi 69, 70. 
et serie fulcite genus: mibi cumba uolenti 
soluitur, uwnctwris tot mea fata meis. 
uncturis DV, nupturis F, neither defensible; N is wanting here. 
The true reading was recovered long ago by the Italians, auctu- 
ris: compare Tib. 1 7 55 sq. ‘at tibi succrescat proles, quae 
facta parentis | augeat’, whence it also appears that we ought 
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here to write facta for fata with Kindscher and Postgate. In 
the first letter of the participle all our Mss are wrong; the 
second is preserved in F and corrupted in DV, the third pre- 
served in DV and corrupted in F, 

See also the passages quoted in vol. xx1I pp. 139—141. 


§ 17. Doubt between DV and AF. 


It has been established that the two families AF and DV 
possess equal authority as witnesses to the reading of their lost 
original. We shall therefore approach without prejudice the 
consideration of the following passages in which it is hard or 
impossible to tell which of the two is right. 


I iti 81— 33. 


donec diuersas percurrens luna fenestras, 
luna moraturis sedula luminibus, 

compositos leuibus radiis patefecit ocellos. 
percurrens DV, praecurrens AFN. The former is read by nearly 
all editors and is quite satisfactory: ‘luna’ will then mean the 
beams of the moon. But if ‘praecurrere’ could mean ‘ praeter 
currere ’, to run past or in front of a stationary object, praecur- 
rens would be still better: ‘luna’ will then mean the orb of the 
moon, hurrying along its path in the sky with the officious 
haste imputed to it in the pentameter. The lexicons quote no 
instance of ‘praecurrere’ in this sense: it means to run on in 
front of another runner or the like; but I agree with Mr Weber, 
p. 9, that we cannot with confidence deny to ‘ prae’ in this verb 
the sense of ‘praeter’ which it has in praeuehor praegredior 
praeferor praelabor and praefluo. 

I vi 11—16. 
nec tibi Tyrrhena soluatur funis harena 
neue inimica meas eleuet aura preces 
et me defixum uacua patiatur m ora 

crudelem infesta saepe uocare manu, 


| 
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in ora is the reading signified by the in hora of AF and the m 
aura of N. DV have arena which looks at first like a mere 
repetition from v. 11, and so it may be. But there is something 
to be said for the conjecture of the elder Burmann who read 
harena here and proposed ab ora for v. 11. His aim was to 
avoid the Leonine jingle ‘Tyrrhena...harena’, which however 
has a parallel in I xvii 5 ‘quin etiam absenti prosunt tibi, 
Cynthia, uenti’; what most favours the conjecture is its intro- 
duction of the phrase ‘uacua...harena’, for which compare 
It xxv 7 ‘putris et in wacua requiescit nauis harena’, Luc. vii 
62 ‘lustrat uacuas Pompeius harenas’, Stat. Theb. m1 334 
‘wacua iacet hostis harena’. 

tix 20. infernae wincula nosse rotae. wincula nosse AFN, 
noscere uincla DV: there is nothing to choose. 1 ix 27. quippe 
ubi non liceat uacuos seducere ocellos. seducere AFN, subduc- 
ere DV: none but factitious reasons can be given for prefer- 
ring one to the other. 

I xvii 25, 26. 

at uos, aequoreae formosa Doride natae, 
candida felici soluite uela choro. 

choro AF'N, noto DV: either is excellent, and the change is 
easy both ways: coro tono noto or noto roco coro. Mr Solbisky 
who prefers choro ingeniously suggests that coro was mistaken 
for Céro and altered to the name of another wind for the sake 
of the verse, 

I xviii 20. fagus et Arcadio pinus amica deo, 
amica AFN, amata DV. They support the former with Claud. 
rapt. Pros, 11 108 ‘quercus amica Ioui’, the latter with Ovid 
trist. 111 39 sqq. ‘cur tamen opposita uelatur ianua lauro?... 
num quia perpetuos meruit domus ista triumphos? | an quia 
Leucadio semper amata deo est ?’ 

11119, 20. Ossan Olympo | impositum. 
impositwm DV, impositam AFN. Kither is correct: perhaps 
however, as Hertzberg says, it is more likely that the termin- 
ation of ‘Ossan’ should have led a scribe to substitute fem. for 
masc, than that the opposite change should have been made. 
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Irv 21. nee tibi pertwrae scindam de corpore uestes, 
perturae DV, periuro FN. periurae is clearly the simpler and 
better; and Volpi compares 1 xix 6 ‘nec tibi clamatae somnus 
amarus erit’. Yet it may be argued on the other hand, as by 
Mr Solbisky p. 144, that periwro is more probably genuine 
because less obvious. The accidental exchange however of e 
and o is so common that no great weight can be assigned to 
this plea. : 

1 vi 20. nutritus dwro, Romule, lacte lupae. 
duro DVN, dure (=durae) F. It is hard to choose; and we 


cannot say for certain whether F speaks for the family AF or 
only for itself. 


II vili 4. ipsum me iugula, segnior hostis ero. 
segnior DV, lenior N, leuior F. I see no way to decide between 
segnior and lenior ; unless we are to prefer the former because 
scribes are more prone to shorten words than to lengthen 
them. 


m xv 49. tu modo, dum /ucet, fructum ne desere uitae. 


at 
lucet N, licet F, licet DV. The metaphor of lucet is poetical to 
a modern taste but hardly possible in a Latin writer unless 
there has preceded something leading up to it; I think it 
certain however that in this elegy many distichs are out of 
place, and probable that this line originally followed the couplet 
(23, 24) ‘dum nos fata sinunt, oculos satiemus amore: | now tibi 
longa uenit, nec reditura dies’. On the other hand lucet may 
well be only a metrical correction of licet which Mr Solbisky 
supports with I xix 25 ‘quare, dum licet, inter nos laetemur 
amantes’; and possibly the true emendation is to insert ‘o’ 
before ‘fructum’ with Mr Lucian Mueller. 

II xix 3, 4. 
nuljus erit castis iuuenis corruptor in agris, 
qui te blanditiis non sinat esse probam., 


probam FN,meam DV. The former is generally accepted; I 
am inclined however to prefer meam as conveying the same 
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meaning in a less obvious way. I would compare 1 xi 7 sq. ‘an 
te nescio quis simulatis ignibus hostis | sustulit e nostris, Cyn- 
thia, carminibus’, i.e. has seduced you and so removed you from 
my heart and consequently your name from its place in my 
songs; II viii 5 sq. ‘possum ego in alterius positam spectare 
lacerto ? | nec mea dicetur, quae modo dicta meu est?’; Ovid am. 
111 12 5 sq. ‘quae modo dicta mea est, quam coepi solus amare, | 
cum multis uereor ne sit habenda mihi’; Cat. 817 ‘quem nune 
amabis ? ewuius esse diceris ?’ 


11 xxi 18. sic a Dulichio iuuene est elusa Calypso. elusa 
FN, delusa DV. 


II xxiv 30, 31. 
iam tibi de timidis iste proteruus erit, 
qui nunc se in twmidum iactando uenit honorem. 

So DVN ; ice. ‘qui nunc se iactando uenit in tumidum honorem , 
a sentence by no means so contorted as many others which 
Latin poetry will supply: see for instance Munro on Luer, Ii 
843. But F has twmide, and it is possible that we ought to 
transpose in with Paley and read ‘qui nune se tumide iactando 
inuenit honorem’: for a similar transposition of im see Pers. 
I 131 where instead of ‘nec qui abaco numeros et secto in 
puluere metas’ one family of Mss gives ‘nec qui im abaco nume- 
ros et secto puluere metas’. 

11 xxxii 13. et platanis creber pariter surgentibus ordo, 
So N, creber platanis pariter F, creber pariter platanis DY : all 
have wrgentibus for surgentibus. Between N’s arrangement and 
F's there is little to choose: that of DV is decidedly bad. But 
it explains better than the others how surgentibus lost its s; and 
Baehrens therefore may be right in reading crebris pariter 
platanis: for the construction he compares I xiii 23 ‘desit 
odoriferis ordo mihi lancibus’. 

Il xxxii 23, 24. 

nuper enim de te nostra me laedit ad awres 
rumor et in tota non bonus urbe fuit. 


aures DVN, aure F. Schneidewin’s maledimit seems the most 


_l 
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probable emendation of the corrupt me /aedit, But whether we 
should retain auwres and alter nostra to nostras with most editors, 
or whether with Baehrens we should take the nostra,..awre of 
F to signify nostram...awrem, is a separate question and hard 
to decide. 

Iv i189. cum geminos produceret Arria natos. Arna FN, 
Accia DV: both are Roman names. 


Iv iui 7, 8. 
te modo uiderunt iteratos Bactra per ortus, 
te modo munitus hericus hostis equo. 

hericus FN, henricus V, hernicus D. The name of an eastern 
nation is wanted. Beroaldus proposes munito Sericus, Jacob 
munito Newricus, and doubtless one or the other is right. If 
Beroaldus, then the s of sericus adhered to the foregoing word 
and changed it through munitos to munitus, leaving ericus, to 
which FN have merely prefixed the aspirate while D has 
further corrupted hericus into the well known name of an 
Italian people, V into a well known personal name of medieval 
times. If Jacob, then V is nearest the truth, D next, FN 
furthest away: the error munitus for munito will then be 
ascribed to the confusion of 0 with ° the abbreviation of -us. 


IV xi 25, 26. 
Cerberus et nullas hodie petat inprobus umbras, 
et iaceat tacita lawa catena sera. 


laza DV, lapsa F, N has not the passage. The choice is a 
question of taste: I myself prefer Jawa; and F is so carelessly 
written that we cannot be sure whether Japsa is the reading of 
its family or only a freak of its own. 


§ 18. WN as a representative of O. 


I shall here investigate the value of N considered as a 
representative of O the common parent of AFDV, and the 
nature and significance of its fluctuation between the two 
families AF and DV. 
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We have seen that although N most commonly sides with 
AF there are nevertheless very many places where it deserts 
that family to range itself with DV. And we cannot help 
noticing that in most cases the side which N takes, be it AF 
or DV, is the right side: not in all cases, but in most. From 
this fact a hasty observer might infer that N is the most trust- 
worthy representative of O. 

But a little reflexion would teach him better, Take any 
good modern edition, say Lachmann’s: we shall find that it, 
like N, sides now with AF, now with DV; we shall find that 
it, like N, usually takes the right side; and we shall find that 
it takes the right side much oftener than N does, But this 
virtue of correctness of course confers no authority on Lach- 
mann’s edition, neither does N’s similar virtue confer any 
authority on it. For it is explicable by the hypothesis that 
N too is, so to speak, an edition, and has formed its text, as 
Lachmann formed his, by selection, achieving thereby the 
merit for which we praise an edition, correctness, and for- 
feiting the merit for which we praise a MS, integrity, The 
facts, I say, on the face of them admit this explanation; and 
when we examine them we shall find that they demand it. 

I will first state the truth of the matter and then proceed 
to prove it true. N, so far as it is a descendant of O, has 
derived its text mainly from a codex of the family AF; but 
where it found the readings of that codex unsatisfactory it has 
resorted to a codex of the family DV and taken readings 
thence. For proof, I will begin at 1 ii 14, the first verse where 
all five MSS are present, and pursue the vacillations of N be- 
tween the two families: the case will soon be clear. 

19 ‘nec Phrygium falso traxit candore maritum’ AF, non 
DV: the reading of AF is probably true and certainly void of 
offence, so N adheres to it. 23 ‘non illis studium uulgo aquirere 
amittes (amictes F)’ AF, hiatus false quantity and nonsense: N 
cannot tolerate this, resorts to the other family, finds conqutrere 
amantes there, is satisfied and adopts it. But I shall be 
disappointed if I am not thought to have made it probable, 
in my discussion of this passage above’, that conguirere too is 

1 p. 84, 
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false and that O had anquirere: if that is so, we learn here 
that N had not access to O itself but only knew the readings 
of O, as we do, through the two families AF and DV. 24 
‘illis forma satis ampla pudicitia’ AF: N is disturbed by the 
false quantity, turns for help to the other family and takes 
thence the true reading ampla satis forma. 26 ‘uni si qua 
placet, wna puella sat est’ AF: another false quantity and 
nonsense too: DV proffer the true reading culta and N borrows 
it. 29 ‘unica nee desit iucundis gratia werbis’ AF: this is 
inoffensive, so N accepts it. But all the while DV gives the 
true reading dictis which Ovid imitates at met. x11 127 ‘neque 
abest facundis gratia dictis’. Can anything be plainer? when 
N agrees with DY in the truth, that is because N has been 
driven to DV by the manifest falseness of AF: when the 
reading of AF, though false, is tolerable, N is contented with 
it and DV are left to tell the truth alone. 

Here we are arrived at the end of the elegy: all this evid- 
ence against the integrity of N has been amassed within 
eleven verses. But consult the apparatus criticus where you 
will, its lesson is always the same: no fact presents itself 
which is inexplicable by my hypothesis: facts present them- 
selves in abundance which are explicable by no other. If 
N has not formed its text as I assert, why does it never 
once agree with DV against AF in places where DV give 
the ill-looking true reading and AF the specious false one ? 
Why does it desert AF for DV in places where the former are 
right though they seem wrong and the latter are wrong though 
they seem right ?—such places as 11 xv 26 wellet F, uelles DVN, 
or IV vii 85 Tiburtina F, Tiburna DN? These phenomena are 
the tokens of an edition: an edition founded mainly on the 
text of AF and often adhering to that text where, though 
wrong, it is not obviously wrong; usually deserting that text 
where it is obyiously wrong, and sometimes deserting it where, 
though right, it is not apparently right; adopting from DV 
many readings which are both easy and true, some easy read- 
ings which are not true, but never one true reading which is 
not easy. 

Equally reconcilable with this hypothesis are certain phe- 

Journal of Philology. vou, xx, 7 
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nomena which at first sight might possibly be thought to 
discountenance it. The fact that N not seldom agrees with 
AF in an obvious corruption where DY offer the obvious truth 
might seem to indicate that N had not access to the text of 
DV: for instance at tm xiii 32 FN give wiricoloris, clearly 
wrong, DV give wersicoloris, clearly right: why did not N 
adopt it? But the answer is easy: operi longo fas est obrep- 
ere somnum: the editor's industry flagged or his attention 
wandered. Indeed, if we consider the difficulty of such a task 
in such an age, we shall rather wonder that these oversights 
occur no oftener than they do. Other phenomena which might 
be thought to conflict with my supposition are such as Iv vi 25 
lunarat F, limarat DVN: here F’s reading is clearly the better, 
DV’s clearly the worse: why has N adopted the latter? The 
answer is to be found in the fact that wherever this pheno- 
menon occurs, and it occurs very seldom, the two readings are 
palaeographically almost identical. N has not deliberately 
chosen the false reading: it has merely made the same easy 
mistake in copying from the text of AF as was made by the 
parent of DV in copying from the text of O. 

I hope therefore to have demonstrated the truth of 
Baehrens’ assertion (prolegg. p. via) that N, so far as it 
derives its text from the archetype of AF DV, derives it through 
mss of the two families AF and DV, not through an inde- 
pendent channel. To demonstrate this is to demonstrate the 
falsity of the stemmata codicum proposed by Messrs Solbisky 
Plessis and Weber: but that has been demonstrated already 
by other methods. Here I desire only to insist on the corol- 
lary that N, as a witness to the reading of O, is less ees | 
of credence than any one of the four codices “AFTIV. . Whe 
useless it is not, even in this aspect; for in those books where 
A fails us N often serves to confirm the testimony of F and so 
to assure us better what the reading of the family AF really 
was. But the element of singular and transcendent merit 
which N possesses is derived, not from the archetype of AFDV, 
but from that other source which I denominate Z. 
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§ 19. AFDV considered severally. 


I will now examine the few instances in which one alone of 
the four codices AFDV preserves a true reading or a trace of 
the truth. From this list I exclude the unique readings pre- 
sented by F in the absence of A which have been already 
considered and which would presumably be found in A also if 
that MS were entire, 


A. 


It curiously happens that A exhibits, in the whole of the 
verses it contains (I i 1 to 111 63), only one true reading not 
known to us from FNDY. This is the correct spelling solacia 
in I v 27 ‘non ego tum potero solacia ferre roganti’ where the 
rest have solatia, And this solitary distinction loses something 
of its effect when we observe that A gives cum for tum in the 
same verse: it may well be that the archetype after all had 
the false form solatia and that A has merely blundered into 
the right way through its carelessness about ¢’s and c’s, In 
every other place where A gives a true reading, that true 
reading is also given by F or by N or by both. 

The fact however remains that A is the most faithful 
representative of its family; and the following examples will 
display the nature of its value to us, The codex N, as we have 
seen, frequently deserts the family AF to side for the nonce 
with DV: now in these cases it is often only the presence of 
A that enables us to discover what the reading of the family 
AF really #® For F is most negligently written, and we 
cannot tell whether its blunders are derived from its exemplar 
or peculiar to itself unless we have A to set beside it. Thus 
at I ii 26 culta DVN, una AF, viii 1 cura DVN, culpa AP, 
xii 10 diwidit DVN, diwitis AF, xiii 5 fama DVN, forma AF, 
the presence of A informs us that F got these errors from X 
and did not itself originate them; and on the other hand at 
xi 6 restat DVNA,. monstrat F, xvii 13 wela DVNA, bella FP, 
xviii 31 mihi DVNA, tibi F, xix 4 exequiis DVNA, obsequus F, 

7—2 
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we learn that F’s mistakes are its own, But so soon as A 
(disappears we are left without a test, and we are taught its 
value by the perplexity in which its absence plunges us. 
Most of all do we miss it in sundry places where F omits a 
word about which DV on one side and N on the other bear 
contradictory witness. Take Iv i 15 ‘nec sinuosa cawo pende- 
bant uela theatro’: cauo N, suo DV, om. F. Whence did N 
derive the true reading cauo? and what was the reading of O? 
no answer is possible. Suppose now that A were present. If 
A gave cauo we should know cawo to be the reading of X, 
accidentally omitted by F, and also the reading of O, corrupted 
to suo by Y the parent of DV. If A gave suo we should know 
that swo was the reading of X and of O, and that N therefore 
derived its cauo from Z. If A omitted the word we should 
know that X omitted it, and though we should not know what 
the reading of O was, we should have little doubt that at any 
rate it was not cauo. And whatever A exhibited, it must 
necessarily teach us something which now we do not know. 
We suffer a like uncertainty through its absence at II xxii 
23 sq. ‘Clitumnus ab Vmbro | tramite’ (litumnus N, licimi- 
nus D, lictinnus V, om. F) and Iv ii 28 ‘corbis i inposito 
pondere messor eram’ (in N, ab DV, om. F), 

Thus much in_defence of A, lest any one should despise it 
because of the accident that in one place only is it the sole 
preserver of a true reading. 


F. 


There is at least one passage in which F displays a striking 
superiority not only over the opposite family DV but over its 
own near relatives A and N: 111 31, 32. 


aut canerem Aegyptum et Nilum, cum attractus in urbem 
septem captiuis debilis ibat aquis. 
attractus AN, which is indefensible; tractus DV, which will 
not explain the corruption. Baehrens and Palmer have in- 
dependently arrived at the correction atratus which is accepted 
by Solbisky and others and will probably become the vulgate: 
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the similar error attractis for afratis occurs at 111 v 34, Now 


at 
F’ outshines A and N by giving atractatus, that is atractus: 
merely ct for the ¢ of the true reading, and even this error 
corrected. 

At 1 ii 40 it seems that F rightly gives quales (acc. plur.) 
where ANDV have quales. Still more noteworthy is F’s reten- 
tion of this form in lewis at 11 i 49, where the agreement of 
DV shews it to be correct, while F’s own brethren A and N 
have altered the inflexion to Jeues. 

There is one more place where F alone exhibits what I 
strongly suspect to be the hand of Propertius; but this I fear 
is no more than a lucky accident: I viii 35, 36. 

dotatae regnum uetus Hippodamiae 
et quas Elis opes ante pararat equts, 


opes...equis ANDV, equis...opes F: the latter arrangement, 
distributing adjective and substantive, ‘quas’ and ‘opes’, 
between the two halves of the pentameter, is preferred by 
the elegiac poets in general and Propertius in particular. But 
it appears incredible that so wanton an alteration as the 
transposition of the two words should have been made inde- 
pendently by A and by the parent of DV; and we are accord- 
ingly bound to suppose that opes...equis was the reading of O, 
and that F has only by an accident restored the correct order, 
if correct it be. 

The above examples, let me say once more, are all drawn 
from that portion of the text which is contained by A as well 
as F, and exclude a large number of true readings, already 
considered, in which the singularity of F seems due merely 
to the absence of A. 


D. 


D alone preserves the true reading in the seven passages 
which follow, 

1 iii 42. hic dominam exemplo ponat in arte meam. arte 
D, ante VFN. 0 iii 51. turpia perpessus uates est uincla 
Melampus. melampus D, nylampus VN, inlampus F. 11 ix 2. 
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hoc ipso etecto carior alter erit. eiecto D, electo VFN. 1 xiii 
12, auribus et puris scripta probasse mea. puris D, pueris 
VFN. It is possible that this divergency indicates pureis. 
1m xvi 25. di faciant, mea ne terra locet ossa frequenti. ne D, 
nec VFN. wt xxiv 33. uellere tum cupias albos a stirpe 
eapillos. cupias D, cupies V, capias FN. tv v 36. natalem 
Mais Idibus esse tuum. maiis D, malis VFN. 

There are also three places in which D has retained an old 
spelling which the other Mss have modernised: 0 i 23 Kartha- 
ginis D, Carthaginis VAFN; ul vii 43 worteret D, uerteret 
VEN; iv x 44 gula D, gyla VFN. 

But the greatest service rendered us by D singly is I think 
in IV i 17—19, a passage which the other Mss exhibit thus : 


nulli cura fuit externos quaerere diuos, 
cum tremeret patrio pendula turba sacro, 
annuaque accenso celebrare Palilia faeno. 


That is, in ancient times no one troubled to seek after foreign 
gods and no one troubled to celebrate the Palilia; which is 
absurd, for of course every one celebrated the Palilia; Lachmann 
accordingly restores sense by writing annua at for annuaque. 
But D points the way to an easier correction when instead of 
celebrare it offers celebrate, that is to say celebrate or celebrante. 
The construction is ‘cum tremeret turba, faenoque Palilia 
celebrante’ =‘tremente turba faenoque P. celebrante’ or ‘cum 
tremeret turba faenumque P. celebraret’: for a similar co- 
ordination of temporal clause with ablative absolute see Ovid 
met. V 362 sq. ‘ postquam eaploratum satis est, loca nulla labare, | 
depositoque metu’. The figure by which the lighted ‘ faenum’ 
instead of those who set it alight is said to celebrate the Palilia 
is the same as occurs in v. 23 ‘lustrabant compita porci’. 

D moreover, like A, makes its value felt by the incon- 
veniences which attend its absence. It lacks the first elegy 
and the first 13 verses of the second; and within this small 
portion of the text there are at least three differences of reading 
which we cannot track to their source for want of D to help us, 
They are cases where a contradiction occurs between AF on the 
one hand and VN on the other: 1i 1 fecit AF, cept VN; 13 
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arbore AF, wulnere VN; 22 placeat AF, palleat VN. These 
variations are susceptible of two explanations: that N has 
deserted, as it often does, the family AF and adopted the 
reading of the family DV; or that V, as it does not infrequently’, 
has deserted the tradition of O and adopted, apparently from 
the source which I call Z, the reading which also presents itself 
in N. If D were here and gave cepit uulnere palleat, we should 
know that the former explanation was right; if it gave fecit 
arbore placeat, the latter; but now we must rest in doubt. 
Vi, 
V alone preserves the true reading in III i 26: 
fluminaque Haemonio comminus isse wiro. 

ise V, esse DN, ille F. 

The case is less clear in III iii 41, 42. 

flare nec Aonium cingere Marte nemus. 

cingere V, tingere DF, tinguere N. cingere is read by Lachmann 
Hertzberg and Baehrens, tinguere by Haupt Mueller and Palmer: 
I see no solid ground for a decision. 

In Iv viii 23, 

Serica nam taceo uolsi carpenta nepotis, 

if this generally accepted emendation of Beroaldus’ is right, V 
comes nearest the truth with sirica nam: D has si riga nam, 
FN si riganam. 

In two places V seems to preserve the genuine spelling: Tr 
vii 39 triwmphalis (acc. plur.) V, triwmphales DFN ; 11 xxviii 49 
aput V, apud DFN. 

There is one passage more where V has perhaps retained a 
fragment of truth which the other Mss have obliterated; and I 
gladly seize the opportunity of discussing it by reason of its 
great interest and difficulty: rv v 19, 20. 

exorabat, opus uerbis ceu blanda perure 
saxosamque ferat sedula culpa uiam. 
1 pp. 115 aq. 





Fad 





104 THE JOURNAL OF PHILOLOGY. 


This gibberish should describe how an old procuress poisons the 
mind of the poet’s mistress with her insidious counsels. In the 
first’ place the unmeaning exorabat, which some editors alter 
with no good result into ewornabat, should be written ewercebat: 
o for e and a@ for ce are common mistakes, Now what is the 
simile? plainly the wearing away of a hard substance by gentle 
and continuous friction. Three words at least, perwre ferat and 
culpa, must be corrupt. ferat, for which terat and terit were 
formerly proposed, is corrected with certainty by Messrs 
Rossberg and Palmer to forat. Instead of culpa v gives talpa, 
and the same conjecture had occurred to Mr Rossberg who 
writes ‘ceu blandague rwra | saxosamque forat sedula talpa 
uiam’, most unhappily: if it is meant that moles burrow holes 
in stones, that is false; if this is not meant, ‘saxosam’ misleads 
and the simile comes to naught; nor is it any less ridiculous to 
say in Latin that a mole ‘forat blanda rura’ than to say in 
English that it tunnels the smiling landscape. Turn then from 
talpa to Jacob’s conjecture gutta (lympha had been already 
proposed) which in capital letters is easily confused with culpa: 
we have now the favourite image of the water wearing the 
stone, employed again by Propertius at 11 xxv 16, as also by 
Lucretius Tibullus and Ovid. perwre remains; perwrit and 
pererrat are quite appropriate verbs, and terebrat recedes 
too far from the ductus litterarum ; moreover ‘ blanda’, if it is 
to be an epithet of ‘gutta’,is absurd: I propose therefore to 
remodel the passage with these very minute alterations: 


exercebat opus, uerbis hew blanda, perinde 
saxosam atque forat sedula gutta uiam. 


For ‘uerbis blanda’ see [Phaedr.] appendix fabularum 23 18 
‘qui, werbis blandus, fraudem celat pectore’, Hor. epist. 1 1 135 
‘docta prece blandus’: for the confusion of perinde with perure 
compare Ovid her. vir 84 where the Mss are divided between 
inde and wre. If now I am right in this restoration, V is 
perhaps to be commended as preserving a trace which has 
perished from the other Mss: instead of sawosamque ferat it 
gives saxosam feratque, which may mean that the change of 
atque to que came to pass through the transposition ferut atque 


: 
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and the consequent absorption of one at by the other. But the 
change occurs in other places where no such explanation is 
possible, as at Verg. georg. 1v 139 idem atque M, idemque P. 


APPENDICES. 
f and v. 


We saw that, in many of the places where N gives a better 
reading than O, that same better reading is also given by f or v 
or both. It is therefore necessary to enquire whether f or v 
preserves any element of a genuine tradition which has not 
found its way into N. Here we must advance with extreme 
caution ; for it is abundantly evident that many of the readings 
given by f and very many of those given by the various hands 
in V which Baehrens denotes all together by the sign Vm.2, and 
to which I am thus obliged to assign the single tally v, are the 
merest conjectures. Those only therefore among the lections 
of f and v can we reckon as genuine for certain, which preserve 
not the truth but a vestige of the truth, and which since they 
make no sense cannot be ascribed to conjectural emendation. 
But if we tind that there are in f and v such lections as these, 
then we shall be disposed to refer to the same untainted source 
certain true readings in f and v which though they may be 
conjectural are nevertheless by no means easy or obvious 
conjectures, 

In the following passages we recover the truth from relics 
preserved by f or v. 

I xx 51, 52. sae 


his, o Galle, tos monitus seruabis amores, 
formdsttm nymphis credere wisus Hylam. 


‘mune tu seruabis amorem, cum hucusque nymphis puerum 
tuum credere uisus sis’ Hertzberg; but if the poet had meant 
this he would have made more of it: we should have heard of 
Gallus’ negligence at the beginning of the poem, not in the 
very last verse, where it takes us quite by surprise. Therefore 
acuter critics, as Lachmann and Baehrens, have held the line 


a 
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corrupt, and the latter after enumerating the conjectures tutus | 


nisus cautus fisus concludes ‘nondum uerum repertum est’, 
Nondum, in the spring of 1880; but it was found in the 
autumn, Instead of wisus v reads rursus, which, mark, being 
meaningless is therefore no conjecture, and would consequently 
demand attention even if no scruple were suggested by wisus. 
Mr Palmer hence emended ‘formosum nt wis perdere rursus 
Hylam’, ‘unless you wish to repeat the loss of Hylas’: p and c 
are commonly interchanged, so are u consonant and /, and nijis 
means nymphis. But from the wisus of O and N we learn that 
Propertius spelt the adverb rusus: this form is often preserved 
in the best Mss of the best writers, a8 in Virgil’s at georg. I 
232 and It 335. 


I i 27—35. 


nam quotiens Mutinam aut ciuilia busta Philippos 
aut canerem Siculae classica bella fugae 
euersosque focos antiquae gentis Etruscae 
et Ptolomaeeae litora capta Phari, 30 
aut canerem Aegyptum et Nilum, cum atratus in urbem 
septem captiuis debilis ibat aquis, 
aut regum auratis circumdata colla catenis 
Actiaque in Sacra currere rostra Via, = 
te mea musa illis semper contexeret armis. 35 


I have given what I hold to be the true reading of v.31. I 
will at first mention only the variants of AFNDV: cyptum 
AN, ciptum F, cyprum DY. Cyprus is here quite out of place: 
the fact that Antonius transferred that island to the kingdom 
of Egypt is very poor cause for numbering it among the 
triumphs of Augustus: cyprum then is an attempt to make 
sense of the earlier corruption cyptum. To this therefore we 
turn; and I assert that palaeographically the old conjecture 
Aegyptum is easier than Baehrens’ Coptum, since the loss of one 
e in the sequence caneréegyptwm, and the change of G to C, 
together constitute a slighter alteration than is y foro. But it 
is objected that Aegyptwm is bad in sense; ‘neque enim’ says 
Mr Solbisky p. 147 ‘nudum nomen eius terrae, quam poeta 
uerbis Ptolomaeei litora capta Phari et Nilo significauit, 


| 
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medium inter haec interpositum esse potest’. Now as to 
‘litora capta Phari’, this is that same misapprehension of the 
passage which led Schrader to write aut for et in v. 30 and et 
for aut in v. 31 in order that Pharos and the Nile might not be 
disjoined. All this will be refuted by the observation that 
vv. 27—30 refer to the wars of Augustus, vv. 31—34 to his 
triumphs: the point of disjunction is at the end of v. 30, and 
the contents of that verse may therefore be banished from our 
mind while we are emending v. 31. We have only to consider 
whether both Egypt and the Nile would appear in the 
triumphal pageant; and this question is easy to solve: Ovid 
trist. Iv 2 41 sqq. ‘cornibus hic fractis, uiridi male tectus ab 
ulua, | decolor ipse suo sanguine Ahenus erat. | crinibus en 
etiam fertur Germania passis’, ars I 223 sqq. ‘hic est Huphrates, 
praecinctus harundine frontem: | cui coma dependet caerula, 
Tigris erit: | hos facito Armenios: haec est Danaeia Persis’, 
Sil, xvii 636 sqq. ‘mox uictas tendens Carthago ad sidera 
palmas | ibat, et effigies orae iam lenis Hiberae, | terrarum finis 
Gades, ac laudibus olim | terminus Herculeis Calpe, Baetisque 
lauare | solis equos dulci consuetus fluminis unda, | frondosum- 
que apicem subigens ad sidera mater | bellorum fera Pyrene, 
nec mitis Hiberus | cum simul illidit ponto quos attulit amnes’, 
I claim then that there is no excuse for refusing to Aegyptum 
its place in the text. And if Aegyptwm is nght, then f, which 
gives giptwm, has preserved more of the truth than any other 
witness; for i and y may be considered the same thing in Mss 
like ours. 
IV vi 25, 26. 


tandem aciem geminos Nereus lunarat in arcus, 
armorum et radiis picta tremebat aqua. 


Instead of et v gives gq; (=que) which contravenes the metre 
and is motiveless as au interpolation. A possible suggestion 
would be armorumque radis, for Propertius has not only the 
genitives Maiti Dect Tati but the nominative Gabi. But picta 
is unsatisfactory: to describe the water as ‘picta’ by the 
reflexion of the brightly coloured prows of ships would be a 
correct use of the word; but the reflexion of light from weapons 
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is virtually of one colour with the reflexion from water, and 
water which catches the light from weapons suffers no change 
of hue. Dausqueius and Heinsius therefore conjectured icta: 
oo perupecs is explained if we write ‘armorum radiisque 

: for the elision compare I v 32 ‘non inpune illa rogata 
seat and 111 xxii 10 ‘Herculis Antaeique Hesperidumque 
choros’. gq; tcta was taken for picta: g; was afterwards written 
overhead as a correction and then inserted in the wrong place, 
where only v preserves it: ON finding it incompatible with the 
metre alter it to et. 

Iv xi 29, 30. 


si cui fama fuit per auita tropaea decori, 

et Numantinos regna loguuntur auos, 
So DV; F omits v. 30, and N has lost the page which contained 
it. The line is nonsense and ‘ Namantinos’ is a false quantity, 
Now f reads thus: ‘aera Numantinos regna /ocuntwr auos’; and 
aera is also given by v. Jlocuntur is not the spelling of a 
renascence corrector, and Baehrens is clearly right when with 
heinous infidelity to his principles he adopts it. aera again is 
no interpolation, since it cannot be construed; and era will 
explain the corruption ef. Now as to the original sense of the 
verse there can be no doubt: it was ‘nobis fama per auita 
tropaea decori est’: the ‘si cui’ of the hexameter, as Baehrens 
says, admits no other sequel. We may write 

aera Numantinos nostra locuntur auos, 


‘the spoils of armour in our house tell of our ancestors who 
took Numantia’. The three first letters of ‘nostra’ might be 
absorbed in the three last of ‘Numantinos’, and the remaining 
tra corrected into the first word that came to hand. The 
above emendation was formerly proposed by Mr Palmer who 
afterwards abandoned it for the incoherent Afra...regna of 
Scaliger. Perhaps however a better way of obtaining the 
required sense is to read with Baehrens 


nostra Numantinos signa locuntur auos, 


aera may well be a relic of nostra or jira, as sera is at Ovid 
fast. 111 738; and we had signa and regna confused in Prop. 
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Tv ii 2 (vol. Xx1I pp. 123 sq.), where add Ovid fast. v 152. I 
should add that our singular indebtedness to f and v in this 
passage does not prove so much for their singular merit as did 
the instances adduced before; for it is very likely that if we 
could recover the lost page of N we should find aera there also. 

In the passages which now follow it appears that v or f has 
preserved the true reading corrupted by all our other witnesses. 
I exclude a great many instances in which the reading of v or f, 
though peculiar to themselves and indisputably true, may be 
plausibly explained as a conjectural emendation, For example, 
even the ‘nigraque funestum concimit omen auis’ of v at II 
xxviii 38 where the other authorities give condidit, even this 
reading, which is proved to be true by Ovid am. 111 12 2 ‘ omina 
non albae concinuistis aues’ and was by no means easy to 
recover by conjecture, may yet be a conjecture after all. But 
in the cases here to be adduced this hypothesis is impossible or 
else highly improbable; and we have learnt from the evidence 
above that f and v contain at any rate some element of truth 
which is not drawn from conjecture. 


mi xv 7. tertius haut multo minus est cum ducitur annus, 


haut v, clearly the source of haud O and aut N ; and imagine a 
renascence interpolator of V, where hauwd stood in the text, 
spontaneously altering this approved form into the then un- 
fashionable haut ! 


I xi 9—12. 


atque utinam mage te remis confisa minutis 
paruula Lucrina cumba moretur aqua, 

aut teneat clausam tenui teutantis in unda 
alternae facilis cedere lympha manu, 


teutantis DVN, tuetantis AF, teutrantis v, i.e. Teuthrantis. This 
generally accepted reading is I think very plausibly defended by 
Hertzberg: Teuthras was king of Mysia, and from him the 
south-west of that country derived the name Teuthrania: now 
on that coast lay the Acolic Cyme which was thought to have 
shared in founding the Campanian Cumae; ‘ Jeuthrantis 
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lympha’ (Jeuthrantis a feminine adjective) therefore means 
‘Cumana lympha’, probably the lacus Acherusius, just as 
‘Lydus’ and ‘ Maeonius’ often stand for ‘Tuscus’. There may 
be some significance in the fact that Silius x1 290 bestows the 
name of Teuthras on a native of Cumae. It is worth mention- 
ing further that in Sen. Herc, fur. 477 some Mss have teutantis, 
like DVN, where they evidently mean Teuthrantis, and that in 
Ovid her. 1x 51 Teuthrantia is corrupted to teuthantia and in 
trist. 11 19 to teutantia also. The verse wants no more change: 
when Baehrens prolegg. p. XXII enquires ‘quid hoe noui est, 
per deos te oro, in unda lympha te teneat?’ we reply that it is 
nothing new at all, any more than I xxii 6 sqq. ‘puleis Etrusca 
...tu nullo miseri contegis ossa solo’ or the similar examples 
collected by Dr Postgate, Select Elegies p. xviii. 


I xx 25—28. / 


hune duo sectati fratres, Aquilonia proles, 
hune super et Zetes, hune super et Calais, 

oscula suspensis instabant carpere palmis, 
oscula et alterna ferre supina fuga, 


After the vain attempts of others to make out that palmis can 
stand for alis, Hertzberg explains ‘suspensis palmis’ by the 
remark ‘pendere et suspensum esse de omni uolucrum parte 
dicitur’, Perhaps; but when a man walks along the street, 
except he goes on all fours, his ‘palmae’ are no less ‘ suspensae’ 
than if he flew: in order that Zetes and Calais may be described 
as flying, the epithet ‘suspensae’ must be applied to some part 
of the body which is not ‘suspensum’ except in flying. Thus 
Statius silu. 1 7 4 with the words ‘pendentis ungulae ’ depicts 
Pegasus as a flying horse: ‘pendentis caudae’ would not haye 
that effect. Here instead of palmis v offers plantis, which 
should be accepted even if a conjecture; but a conjecture it 
cannot be unless we are to confess that an interpolator of the 
fifteenth century considered the passage with more attention 
than a long series of modern editors. I would compare Stat. 
Theb. vi 638 sqq. ‘uix campus euntem | sentit, et exilis plantis 
interuenit aer, | raraque non fracto vestigia puluere pendent ’. 
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1 11 3, 4, 
cur haec in terris facies humana moratur ? 
Iuppiter, tgnoro pristina furta tua. 
‘ Jove, ] am ignorant of your old amours’ may be instantly dis- 
missed as nonsense. Hence Broukhusius, Volpi, Huschke and 
Hertzberg render egnoro as ‘nihili aestimo’, taking ‘furta’ to 
mean ‘ puellas amatas’. «gnoro has no such meaning: it pos- 
sesses, In some passages quoted by these scholars, the meaning 
‘I disregard ’ =‘ I refuse to recognise’ possessed by the English 
‘ignore’: it does not possess the meaning ‘I disregard’ =‘I 
contemn’. When it is proposed to make the verse an interrog- 
ation, and asserted that ‘am I ignorant of your old intrigues, 
Jupiter?’ is Propertius’ way of saying ‘are they myths or 
realities ?’, I can only reply that, if so, it might be Propertius’ 
way of saying anything. There is an end to all these desperate 
devices if we take the ignosco proffered by v and by the second 
hand in N; now that Propertius has seen how beautiful a 
mortal woman can be, he forgives the old amours of Jove with 
the daughters of men. The construction ‘ignosco aliquid ’ 
without an ‘alicui’, like the similar use of ‘inuideo’', is rare 
but not unexampled. sc is confused with r, and some Mss at 
Ovid trist. Iv 4 8 give ignoras for ignoscas. 
I xii 17, 18. 
quid tibi iucundum est siccis habitare medullis ? 
si puer est alio traice puella tuo. 

puer...puella tuo ON, pudor...tela puer v. The tela of v is 
universally accepted, for the bella of some late mss will not 
serve ; pudor too is adopted by all modern editors except 
Baehrens and Mueller ; but at the end of the verse all read tua. 
Baehrens followed by Mr Lucian Mueller writes ‘i, puer, en 
alio traice tela tua’. I assert that neither this nor the ‘si 
pudor est, alio traice tela tua’ of the vulgate explains the appar- 
ition puella tuo in ON. Such meaningless and unmetrical 
words are no interpolation but a dull and honest mistake: how 
did it arise? The change of tela to puella may have been 
caused it is barely possible, by the puer preceding; but why 
tua, protected by the similar inflexion of tela or puella, should 
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have been altered to two, it is hard to conceive. I shall 
essay to defend the reading of v; and I will begin at the begin- 
ning of the verse. Mr Lucian Mueller impugning ‘si pudor 
est’ says that ‘priorem uersum respicienti non erit dubium 
quin Propertio, si apte uellet loqui, potius fuerit dicendum si 
sapis’. I reply by citing an epigram of Martial’s in which the 
phrase is used with precisely the same shade of meaning as 
here: I insert in brackets parallel verses from this elegy of 
Propertius: Mart. x 90 ‘ quid uellis uetulum, Ligella, cunnum? 
[Prop. 17 quid tibi iucundum est siccis habitare medaullis ?]} 
quid busti cineres tui lacessis? [Prop. 20 non ego, sed tenuis 
uapulat umbra mea] | tales munditiae decent puellas [Prop. 19 
intactos isto satius temptare ueneno]...erras, si tibi cunnus hic 
uidetur | ad quem mentula pertinere desit [again Prop. 20 non 
ego sed...umbra mea]. | quare, si pudor est, Ligella, noli | bar- 
bam uellere mortuo leoni’. The formula is employed not 
merely in serious objurgation as at Iuu. 1 153 sq. ‘ exeat, 
inquit, | si pudor est, et de puluino surgat equestri’, but in mild 
or playful remonstrance, as at Prop. I ix 33 ‘ quare, si pudor est, 
quam primum errata fatere’, Ovid am. U1 2 23 sq. ‘tua con- 
trahe crura, | si pudor est, rigido nec preme terga genu’, Verg. 
bue. vir 44 ‘ite domum pasti, si guis pudor, ite iuuenci’, Mr L. 
Mueller makes the further objection that ‘nisi antiquitus tra- 
ditum fuisset illud puer, uix ac ne uix quidem in N [et O] pro 
tela scriptum esset puella’; and this 1s an effective argument 
against the vulgate but will lose all its force if we accept the 
whole reading of v. For then we shall hold that puer 
was not only ‘antiquitus traditum’ but placed where it had 
much more power to produce puella than at the beginning of 
the verse. In traice tela puer the letters te were lost after ce 
and then added above or in the margin; then from the elements 
puer and la and te the scribe constructed puel-la te and altered 
te to tuo for the metre. The reading of v, if not genuine, isa 
surprisingly subtle conjecture. 
Il xxix 35, 36, | 
apparent non ulla toro uestigia presso, 
signa woluptatis, nec iacuisse duos. 
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uoluptatis DV, which is satisfactory enough, and of which the 
uoluntatis found in FN may be a corruption. But f gives 
uolutantis, which is approved by Lipsius and Heinsius and by 
Lachmann, who however thinks it may be a ‘felix error’; and 
so indeed it may. An interpolation it can hardly be, since the 
word and the form are a far less obvious correction of woluntatis 
than uolwptatis would have been. The postponement of nee (or 
non as O reads) is one of those concessions to metre so frequent 
in Latin pentameters: compare IIT xxi 16 ‘ qualiscumque mihi 
tuque, puella, uale’, Hertzberg objects that the verb woluto is 
too coarse for the occasion ; but this, as Baehrens says, is to 
forget that Cynthia wounded by unjust suspicion is here 
speaking in anger and contempt. 
IV iv 68, 64. 


et iam quarta canit venturam bucina lucem 
ipsaque in Oceanum sidera lapsa cadunt. 


With lapsa the addition of ‘ipsa’ is senseless: ‘even the stars 
have fallen’: then something else has fallen ; and what is that 
something else? the context gives no reply. lassa v, which 
immediately invests ‘ipsa’ with a meaning: ‘the stars, weary 
like me’. Compare Sen. Herc. fur. 125 sq. ‘iam rara micant 
sidera prono | languida mundo’. Again in 1 iii 45, 
dum me iucundis lapsam sopor inpulit alis, 

one enquires.‘ unde quo lapsam?’ and gets no answer: lassam, 
given by ‘corr. V ’ (? = vy), is intelligible. 

I will now enquire what relation subsists between fv on the 
one hand and N on the other. 

Baehrens ‘prolegg. p. 1x asserts that where Nfv agree 
together N has copied its reading from for v. The assertion 
is baseless, for it is not yet established that even F and V, far 
less f and y, are older than N. And Baebhrens himself is con- 
strained to admit immediately afterwards that many of 3 
readings, where it differs from O, are not derived from f or 
but from some other source: then why not all? Obviously his 
assertion will not bear serious criticism: it is only a surrept- 
itious attempt to prejudice the reader against N. 

Journal of Philology. vow. xxit. 8 
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Mr Plessis p. 39, opposing Baehrens’ opinion, asserts that 
‘le contraire est certain, si F et V, comme je crois I ph 
sont postérieurs d’un siécle et demi a N ’, a characteristi 
ample of Mr Plessis’ ratiocination : because. £ ast 3p are later 
than N, therefore they are copied from N. This conclusion, to 
judge from the facts which we have just surveyed, is no less 
false than it is irrational; but I pause a moment to signalise the 
futility of the argument with which it is impugned by Mr Leo, 
who says p. 445 that the corrections of f and y are certainly not 
derived from N: ‘satis hoc probat Iv 11, 17—76 locus in N 
omissus’. Now the fact is that those verses are absent from 
N simply because the leaf on which they were written is now 
torn out. But assume what this very fact shews to be false: 
assume that N originally omitted them: what would that 
prove ? merely that the readings of f and v in those verses are 
not derived from N. But we knew already, without this proof, 
that hundreds of the readings of f and v in all the four books 
are not derived from N: ‘ permulta’ confesses Mr Leo himself 
‘ab N aliena a correctoribus in V et F interpolata, alia recte 
emendata sunt. So even when we have granted Mr Leo his 
false premiss we find that it will not help him to his conclusion, 
Yet premiss and conclusion alike are accepted by Mr ‘Solbuky, 
p. 172. 

But from the tedious though necessary task of refuting 
what ought never to have been written I return to the question 
in hand: what relation subsists between fy on the one hand 
and N on the other? In the passages just considered we find f 
or v or both together preserving elements of genuine tradition 
which N does not preserve: here at least then f and v are not 
derived from N. On the other hand at the beginning of this 
treatise we found N preserving elements of genuine tradition 
(1 vi 8, 11 v 6, Iv i 106, iii 55 etc.) which are preserved neither 
by f nor by v: there at least then N is not derived from f or vy. 
Therefore, in those places where elements of genuine tradition 
are preserved by Nfv in common, we have no ground for 
supposing either that N derives them from fy or that fy 
derive them from N. 

The simplest hypothesis is that which have embodied in 
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my stemma codicum : that f and v derive these elements from 
the same lost MS whence N derives them. This supposition is 
consistent with all the facts before us. We have seen that 
Nfv often present the same genuine reading: that is natural, if 
their source is the same. We have seen that less frequently N 
presents a genuine reading not given by fv, or fv present a 
genuine reading not given by N: that is easily explicable: 
it means that for the nonce N has been copying more carefully 
than fv, or fv more carefully than N, the text of the exemplar. 
If however anyone should prefer to say that f and v derive 
their genuine readings not from the same exemplar as N but 
from another Ms closely resembling it, I should be unable to 
confute his opinion, just as he would be unable to substan- 
tiate it. 


Agreement of V with N. 


I shall here bring together certain passages in which V 
quits DF, its fellow-descendants of O, and ranges itself with N. 

iv 17. hostis si quis erit nobis, amet ile puellas. lle 
NV, wse DF. vill. me laedit si multa tibi dedit oscula 
mater. laedit Itali,laedet NV,laedes DF. 11x 10, nunc aliam 
citharam me mea Musa docet. nune NV, ndque F, nanque D. 
11 xii 12. nec quisquam ex illo uulnere sanus abit. abit NV, 
ertt DF, xiv 11. at, dum demissis supplex ceruicibus ibam, 
dicebar sicco uilior esse lacu. dum NV, cum DF. 1 xx 10. 
sint mea wel Danaes condita membra domo. wel NV, nec DF. 
1 xxii l6. et Phrygis insanos caeditur ad numeros. caeditur 
NV, quaerttur DF. w xxx 1, 2. tu licet usque | ad Tanain 
fugias. tanain N, tanaim V, tantam DF. 1 xxxiv 30, nil 
iuuat in magno wester amore senex. vwester NV, noster DF, 
Ti iv 22. me sat erit Sacra plaudere posse Via. sacra NV, 
media DF. trv 11,12. hostem | quaerimus atque armis nec- 
timus arma noua, nectimus NV, quaerimus DF. 11 xxiv 38, 
euentum formae disce timere tuae. formae N, V in ras., 
dominae DF, iv v 39, 40. semper habe morsus circa tua colla 
recentes, | dentibus alteriws quos putet esse datos. alterius DF, 
alternis NV, . 


8—2 
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Now to consider the meaning of these phenome: | 
that the reading in which D and F, ropresceitatiiecin eae | 
families, concur, was the reading of O, and that the scribe of V 
has employed for the emendation of his text the same codex Z 
whence N derived so much, or, if you will, another codex closely 
resembling Z. I think it unlikely that this hypothesis, which 
seems at any rate simple and adequate, will encounter much 
opposition; but I may call attention to one circumstance 
which tells strongly in its favour and against the explanation 
which might conceivably be offered, that the dissension between 
V and DF arises from a dittography in their parent O. The 
fact I speak of is this: except in the passage last quoted, 
where the divergency is so minute that it is probably a mere 
accident, the readings given by V are always the true, or at any 
rate the apparently true readings; and this is no slight indic- 
ation that the scribe of V adopted them as I have suggested, 
with the deliberate intention of improving his text. In short I 
can hardly doubt that the fact is as I say; but since from the 
nature of the case no proof is possible I have refrained through- 
out the treatise from employing any of these passages to 
support my arguments. 





The vulgar manuscripts. 


I shall here defend the thesis that all the known mss of 
Propertius except NAFDVfy are worthless. So far as most 
of them are concerned this assertion is not denied, or at any 
rate no attempt is made to oppose it by evidence or argument. 
But some have had their champions; and it is the claims of 
these that I now essay to controvert. 

First comes the codex Groninganus and its chief defenders 
Mr Luetjohann and Mr Heydenreich. I should observe that 
these scholars published their defences of this MS before the 
year 1880, and that possibly they now agree with me that it 
has been superseded by Bachrens’ Mss, just as I agree with 
them that it had some value while Baehrens’ MSS were yet 


unknown. 
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The following are the lections adduced as witnesses to the 
independent value of G by Mr Heydenreich, quaestiones Pro- 
pertianae pp. 38 sq., from the first three books, and by Mr 
Luetjohann, commentationes Propertianae p. 6, from the fourth. 
I pass them singly in review. 

I ii 27—29. 


et quotiens raro dust suspiria motu 
obstipui uano credulus auspicio, 
ne qua tibi insolitos portarent uisa timores. 


duxti G. Easily explicable as a conjecture. 
I vil 21, 22. 
nam me non ullae poterunt corrumpere, de te 
quin ego, uita, tuo limine uerba querar. 
taedae G. Probably wrong; certainly unnecessary. 
I xvi 28, 24. 


me mediae noctes, me sidera plena iacentem, 
frigidaque Eoo me dolet aura gelu. 


prona G. A good, but not a difficult conjecture. 


I xix 5. non adeo leuiter noster puer haesit ocellis, 
nostris G. Given also by v. 


Ii xii 18. si puer est alio traice puella tuo. 
pudor...tela tua G. pudor and tela are also given by v; tua, 
I have above’ attempted to shew, is wrong. 

Il xv 47. mec certe merito poterunt laudare minores. 
haec G. Given also by f. 


11 xvil8. et iubet ex zpso tollere dona Tyro. 
apsa G. An obvious emendation. 
II xvi 33, 34. 


tot iam abiere dies, cum me nec cura theatri 
nec tetigit Campi, nec mea mensa iuuat. 


musa G. Explicable as a conjecture. 


1 pp. 111 sq. 
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Il xxxiv 33. nam rursus licet Aetoli referas Acheloi. 
cursus G, An easy conjecture. 
It xxxiv 59—62. 
me iuuet hesternis positum languere corollis, 
quem tetigit iactu certus ad ossa deus; 
Actia Virgilio custodis litora Phoebi 
Caesaris et fortes dicere posse rates, 
Virgilium G. A very obvious conjecture, and probably wrong: 
it seems more scientific to retain the dative Vergilio in v. 61 
and write mi lubet...posito in v. 59: when mi lubet was cor- 
rupted to me iuuet the scribe changed the adjacent posito into 
the accusative but forgot to alter the distant Vergilio, which 
survives to indicate the truth. 
Iv 47. exitus hic uitae superest mihi. 
superet G. Explicable as a conjecture. 
ll xii 35. ueteres arcus lecto renouasse procorum. 
leto G. An obvious conjecture, 


lit xv 3. ut mihi praetexti pudor est uelatus amicus. 
amictus G. Given also by DV. 
I xvii 11, 12. 
semper enim uacuos nox sobria torquet amantes 
spesque timorque animo uersat utroque modo. 
animum...utringue meum G. Explicable as a conjecture, and a 
bad conjecture: mewm impairs the sense. The text can be 
emended by the simple substitution of ¢ for o: | 
spesque timorque animae uersat utroque modo, 
‘hope and fear toss them to and fro like a wind’: ‘utroque’ is 
the adverb (Ovid rem, 443 ‘secta bipertito cum mens discurrit 
utroque’), and ‘animae modo’ =‘ aurae ritu’ (Ovid am. m1 4 14 
‘fulminis ire modo’). 
In xvii 30. cingit Bassaricas Lydia mitra comas. 
cinget G. Given also by v. 
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date are replete with unnecessary alterations, some wrong, 
some right. 


IV vili 77, 78. 
colla caue inflectas ad summum obliqua theatrum, 
aut lectica tuae sudet aperta morae, 

‘sudet G, sidet N; ubi e G scriptura Kochius in symb, ph. B. 
p. 328 haud improbabiliter enucleauit nudet operta’ writes 
Mr Luetjohann. He is mistaken: sudet is given by N, and 
by FDV into the bargain. 

Iv ix 21. dixerat; at sicco torquet sitis ora palato, 
torret G. The alteration is not only unnecessary but detri- 
mental: extreme thirst, as is well known, distorts the mouth 
into a grin. 

Iv ix 22, terraque non ullas feta ministrat aquas. 
festa G, whence Mr Luetjohann would read fosta with Keil. It 
is true that feta is obscure and tosta appropriate; but the 
emendation is quite uncertain, and no editor has yet adopted it. 


Iv ix 38. Alciden terra suscepta uocat. 
recepta G. Given also by FDV. 


To these examples I add one more, put forward by Mr 
Ellis p. 393: 11 iii 21, 22. 
et sua cum antiquae committit scripta Corinnae 
carminaque qguiuis non putat aequa suis. 
lyrnes G, whence Volscus conjectured Hrinnes. Admitting for 
the sake of argument that the conjecture is right, I remark 
that G displays no peculiar merit, since v gives lyrines which is 
nearer yet. 

We see then that the proofs of G’s sincerity adduced by its 
defenders are ineffectual, They fall into three classes: readings 
which are false; readings which are explicable as conjectures ; 
and readings which are given not only by G but by one or 
other of the witnesses NAFDVfv. Is it asked, Why may not 
G, in respect of the readings which it shares with NAFDVfv, be 
just as sincere as are NAFDYfv in respect of the readings 
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emeritt P, whence Mr Palmer proposes ‘ emerito cineri nunc’ cet., 
an alteration which deprives the hexameter of all relevant 
sense. The reading of P is due to the fact that cinert and 
emert are palaeographically almost identical. 

IT xxxii 45, 

haec eadem ante twlam inpune et Lesbia fecit. 

illam vam P. An obvious and perhaps unnecessary conjecture, 
The Mss offer two more examples, Il xv 1 and UI vii 49, of hiatus 
at the vaesura. 

II xxxili 11, 12. 

a quotiens quernis laesisti frondibus ora, 
mansisti stabulis abdita pasta tuis. 

ablita P, whence Mr Palmer brilliantly recovers the truth: 
‘mandistt et stabulis arbita pasta tuis’, I have fully admitted 
above’ that abbita is a most extraordinary freak and has all the 
tokens of sincerity if considered in itself. Buta freak and no 
more we are in reason bound to deem it, when we find it 
absolutely alone in a wilderness of depravity. 


Iv iii 11, 12. 
haecne marita fides et pactae 7am mihi noctes, 
cum rudis urgenti bracchia uicta ded. 
This reading of P is accepted by Mr Palmer. If there is any- 
thing in my discussion of the passage above’, the sense is 
unsatisfactory; nor are the variations hae sunt pactae mihi and 
et parce awia easily deduced from this onginal., 
Iv xi 21, 22. 
assideant, fratrem iuxta Minoia sella, et 
EKumenidum intento turba seuera foro. 
So Mr Palmer, taking sella et from P. It is given also by V, 
and is wrong: et is placed at the end of an hexameter by the 
satiric poets alone (Lachmann on Lucr. 11 502). 
In these passages only has even Mr Palmer assigned any 
weight to the readings of the Perusinus. The Perusinus then 
is judged. 


1 vol. xx pp. 111 aq. * vol. xxr pp. 145 aq. 
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The only other Ms specifically patronised by any writer since 
Baehrens is the Hamburgensis: its patron is Mr Plessis, whose 
words I transcribe because such things must be seen to be 
believed: they occur on p. 41 of his études critiques sur Properce, 

‘Je trouve que le Hamburgensis n’est gorse inférieur aux 
manuscrits de M. Baehrens et que Hertzberg n’avait pas tort de 
Y'admettre dans sa récension. M. Baehrens lui-méme accorde au 
Hamburgensis une mention honorable. II dit que, parmi les 
manuscrits contenant Catulle et Tibulle avec Properee, c’est le 
seul qui mérite d’étre cité [what Baehrens says is ‘fortasse 
memorari meretur ’] parce qu'il est transcrit d’aprés F ayant, 
il est vrai, déj& souffert des corrections. Cette derniére cir- 
constance diminue la valeur du Hamburgensis aux yeux de 
M. Baehrens, qui n’en reléve les variantes que de loin en loin avec 
celles d'autres manuscrits interpolés, sous le signe commun 5; 
d’aprés l’opinion de M. Léo et la mienne sur AFDY, le copiste 
de H a, au contraire, bien fait de tenir compte des corrections 
de FY’ 

Mr Plessis therefore admits that the Hamburgensis is copied 
from F, and yet would have us receive it into our apparatus 
criticus. 

It remains only to notice the assertion of Mr Leo, p. 447, 
where after extolling N as the mainstay of Propertian criticism 
he proceeds ‘librarii errores arguere ualebit e melioribus 
uulgaris notae libris quicumque eligetur. uerum AFDV 
omnino nibil valent’. We have just tried and condemned the 
only three among the vulgar Mss which have been selected by 
any recent critic. When Mr Leo specifies his selections it will 
be possible to examine their merits: till then it must suffice to 
say that I have scrutinised the mass of critical material collected 
by Burmann and Hertzberg without discovering a fragment of 
genuine tradition unknown to us from NAFDVfv1. 

1 This is the place to speak as I me of its readings in a number of 
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promised, vol. xx1 p. 101, of the ass 
to which Mr Hosius has called atten- 
tion since this treatise was written. 
A collation of his Neapolitanus 268 
has been obtained by Dr Postgate, 
who has been kind enough to inform 


passages which I selected as tests, 
Mr Hosius’ estimate seems altogether 
correct: the ms is one from which we 
shall get nothing new: at the utmost 
it may help to settle the tradition of 
the family AF when A is absent and 
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CONCLUSION. 


I hope that I have now made good the promises with which 
I set out. It has been demonstrated, against Bachrens, that N 
contains a genuine element which AFDV do not contain’, and 
it has been demonstrated, against Messrs Solbisky Plessis and 
Weber, that this genuine element in N is not derived from the 
archetype of AFDV but from an independent source’ whence f 
and v have also derived a genuine element not possessed by 
AFDY*. It has further been shewn that N contains a second 
element drawn from a Ms of the family AF, and a third and 
smaller element drawn from a Ms of the family DV‘ It has 
been demonstrated, against Mr Leo, that AFDV contain a 
genuine element which N does not contain’, and it has been 
demonstrated, against Mr Solbisky, that the two families AF 
and DV deserve equal credence as witnesses to the reading of 
their archetype 0°. It has been shewn also that each one 
of the four codices AFDV preserves fragments of truth peculiar 
to itself’, 

It is proved therefore that the cardinal Mss are related 
to one another as I asserted in my second thesis. Hence follows 
as a necessary consequence the truth of my first thesis: that 
the seven authorities NAFDVfv are independent witnesses and 
must all be employed if we would reconstruct the Propertian 
archetype. 


F dissents from N. The same may be 
said of another new ms, Holkhamicus 
333, an account of which was read 
by Dr Postgate before the Cambridge 
Philological Society on May 11. I 
expect more from Mr Hosius’ Vrbinas 
641 and from a closely similar Paris 
codex, the Memmianus of Passerat, 
my knowledge of which I owe to Dr 
Postgate. These two mss are akin to 
N and on the whole decidedly inferior 
to it; but I think it possible that they 
here and there preserve the % element 


mm 





even better. I base this opinion chiefly 
on the Tarpeiius quoted from both at 
1v i7: another example will be their 
seloni at Iv 1 31 if my conjecture seueri 
is true. 

1 yol. xxr pp. 110 sqq. 

2 vol. xx1 pp. 135—138. 

$ pp. 105—115. 

+ pp. 95—98. 

5 vol. xxr pp. 149 sqq, 

® vol, xxr pp. 168 sqq. 

7 pp. 99—105. 
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of its date. This I have done for two reasons. First, the date 
of N, being still in dispute, cannot legitimately be made the 
foundation of an argument. Secondly, the date of N is im- 
material to our estimate of its worth. If it were proved to 
belong, as Messrs Keil and Plessis contend, to the 12th 
century, that would indeed confute Baehrens’ estimate of it; 
but then I think I have confuted Baehrens’ estimate already 
without this help, If on the other hand it were proved to be 
written, as Bachrens contends, later than 1430, that fact would 
not one whit discredit the proofs of its sincerity amassed in 
these pages, because those proofs are intrinsic. I myself how- 
ever incline, I confess, to suspect that N is not earlier than the 
15th century, for the following reason. Mr Lucian Mueller 
praef. p. 1x, while conceding that its handwriting in some 
respects though not in all resembles that of the 12th or even 
the 11th century, has the words ‘quid quod ipsae membranae 
saeculum XV potius quam XIII referre uidebantur?’; and 
Baehrens too prolegg. p. VIII says ‘certe ipsae cartae non 
priores saeculo xv’. Now this statement, true or false, has 
never been contradicted. Mr Plessis devotes a whole chapter, 
pp. 6—18, to this Ms: he has much to say on the antique 
aspect of its writing; but not by one word does he so much as 
attempt to refute the assertion that the parchment on which it 
is written is of the 15th century. If then I give, as I am 
bound to give, equal credence to the two parties in the dispute, 
I must deem the date assigned to N by Mueller and Baehrens 
the more probable; since it seems easier for a man living in 
the 15th century to imitate the writing of the 12th than 
for a man living in the 12th to imitate the writing materials 
of the 15th. 


Which is the best Ms of Propertius? There is no best Ms 
of Propertius. But if we were compelled to choose two Mss, and 
to construct our text from them alone, the choice would be easy: 
they should be N and D, because they best supply one another’s 
defects. D is not only the best representative of the family 
DY but it is the best representative of O; for, though the 
family AF is quite equal to the family DV, neither A nor F 
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represents its family so well as D represents the other, since A 
is mutilated and F is carelessly written by an illiterate man. 
N on the other hand, exceedingly untrustworthy as a represent- 
ative of O, contains a large element of truth derived from Z to 
which D had no access, and moreover has drawn even from O, 
through the family AF, a great deal which serves to supplement 
the testimony of D. Possessing these two Mss we should still 
lack many true readings of the family AF which F alone 
preserves, and many true readings from Z presented only by 
for v; but no other two Mss would leave us lacking so little. 





To conclude: I design this treatise for a defence of eclecticism 
but of eclecticism within scientific bounds. The student of an 
ancient text has two enemies. There is the devotee of system 
who prefers simplicity to truth, and who having half learnt 
from Madvig and Bekker the great lesson of our century, 
magnam et inconditam testium turbam ad paucos et certos esse 
redigendam, a quibus ceteri rem acceperint, selects his few 
witnesses without ascertaining if they were really the inform- 
ants of the rest, constructs a neat apparatus at whatever cost 
to the text of his hapless author, and seeks to overawe the 
timid by sonorous talk about ‘sanae artis praecepta omnia’; 
and there is the born hater of science who ransacks Europe for 
waste paper that he may fill his pages to half their height with 
the lees of the Italian renascence, and then by appeals to the 
reader's superstition would persuade him to hope without 
reason and against likelihood that he will gather grapes of 
thorns and figs of thistles. Here is my attempt to fortify 
against delusion on either hand the student of at least one 
Latin author, 


A. E. HOUSMAN. 








THE CHRONOLOGY OF THE CORINTHIAN WAR. 


THE dates for the beginning and end of the Corinthian 
War are well established, the first by the ‘eclipse of August 14, 
394, the second by the *consensus of evidence that the Peace of 
Antalcidas, which ended the war, was concluded in the archon- 
ship of Theodotus, July 387—July 386. The eclipse fixes 
first the date of the outbreak of the war in the preceding year, 
in which *campaign Lysander was slain at Haliartus; and 
secondly the dates of the sea-fight at Cnidus, a few days before 
the eclipse; of the battle of Coronea a short time after the 
eclipse; and also of the battle of Corinth, which was fought 
a few weeks earlier, about the end of the ‘archonship of 
Diophantus, June 394. The chronology of the subsequent 
events has been much disputed owing to the vagueness of the 
marks of time given by Xenophon and the palpable mistakes of 
Diodorus: a difference indeed of as much as two years appears 
in the various arrangements, advocated by different chronologists, 
some placing the destruction of the Spartan mora by Iphicrates 
in 392, others in 390, according as they date the biennial 
Isthmian games mentioned by *Xenophon. Grote’s view, which 
adopts the later year, seems on the whole to be the more 
probable, and to have the support of what little additional 
evidence has been collected since his time. 

The prime difficulty is due to the fact that Xenophon has 
chosen to narrate the events of the war by land and by sea in 


1 Xen. Hell. ivy. 3. 10. Further 2 Aristides ii, 870. Diodorus xiv. 
references to Xen. Hell. are denoted Polyb. i. 6. 
by the number of the book, chapter, —* iii. 5. 19. 
and section only, Lysias, Arist. 25. 4 Aristides ii, 370. 


5 iv. 5. 1. 


Journal of Philology. vow. XX11. v 
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purpose in the archonship of Eubulides, July 394 to July 393. 
With the Persian gold the ‘Corinthians also found the means 
to equip a fleet, with which they gained the mastery over the 
Corinthian Gulf and maintained it, notwithstanding the efforts 
of the Lacedemonians to dispossess them, until Teleutias 
(apparently in the following year 392/391) succeeded to the 
command of the Lacedemonian ships and asserted once more 
the Lacedemonian supremacy. 

So far all is clear: now comes the first difficulty. Are the 
dissensions and battles at Corinth narrated by Xenophon in iv. 
4 to be put before or after the visit of Conon and Pharnabazus? 
*Grote argues with great force that they are to be put after- 
wards. He maintains that on the first outbreak of the war in 
395, *when they received money from Tithraustes, and again, 
in 393, when they received money from Pharnabazus, the 
Corinthians were zealous in carrying on the war and had no 
reasons for discontent; whereas the discontents spoken of in 
iv. 4. 1 could only have arisen from causes, which “took effect 
after a long continuance—the hardships of the land-wars, the 
losses of property and slaves, the jealousy towards Attica and 
Beeotia as being undisturbed, &c.” At least the summer of 393 
must therefore be allowed, wherein the ravages complained of 
may have taken place; so that, if ‘Kirchner’s conjecture as to 
the date of the *Euclea, based upon the analogy of the 
Corcyrean Calendar, be accepted, the massacre of the oligarchs 
must have happened about February 392. Then Praxitas 
gained his victory within the walls of Corinth in the summer of 
the same year, and at the end of the campaign large arma- 
ments ‘were given up on both sides, and the contending 
parties henceforward limited themselves to harassing each 
other with mercenary forces stationed at Corinth and Sicyon 
respectively. In the same year may be placed the ‘exploits of 
Iphicrates’ peltasts at Phlius and in Arcadia, and the rebuilding 


1 iy. 8. 10, 11. be a still stronger confirmation of 
2 ix. 152. Grote’s view. 
4 iii, 5. 1. 5 iv. 4, 2. 


4 De Andocidis que fertur tertia 6 iv, 4. 14, 
oratione, p.10. Could more reliance * iv. 4. 15—18. 
be placed on this conjecture, it would 


ii 





on 


THE CHRONOLOGY OF THE CORINTHIAN WAR. 133 


(€« To’rov) to Agesilaus’ expedition against Corinth at the time 
of the ‘Isthmian Games (c. April 390), shortly after which 
occurred the destruction of the Spartan mora by Iphicrates at 
the time of the Hyacinthian Festival (midsummer). This latter 
date is indirectly confirmed by the passage already referred to 
in Andocides De Pace (§ 37), where the orator states that 
though the war has continued four years, the Spartans had 
as yet suffered no reverse by land—a statement which would 
have been quite impossible after this victory of Iphicrates. 

It is natural to suppose that Agesilaus’ campaign against 
the Acarnanians, which * Xenophon next relates, belougs to the 
following year, though there is no reason, except its order in his 
narrative, why it should not be put a year later, i.e. 388: for the 
only marks of time that the historian gives (§ 12 ro peromwpov 
and 7 § 1 maped@ovtos Tod xYeavos) do nothing towards 
fixing the year. Similarly Agesilaus’ invasion of the Argolis, 
which happened *é« tovrov, may be equally well assigned to 
388 or 387. 

So much for the chronology of the events by land. 

The chronology of the events by sea is still more difficult 
owing to the fact already mentioned, that Xenophon only 
professes to make a selection of the most important events (iv. 
8. 1—v. 1.35). How far he has narrated them in chronological 
order, and how far he has grouped them together for purposes 
of convenience in narrating, is in many cases impossible to 
discover. Little help can be gained from other sources, Dio- 
dorus gives practically none: his unreliability is abundantly 
evident from two palpable mistakes that he makes in the 
course of this period (not to mention others); (a) Diphridas, ‘he 
says in contradiction to Xenophon, commanded in Asia before 
and not after Thibron; (b) he leaves, obviously by accident, a 
whole year blunk between °Thrasybulus’ setting out to the 
Hellespont and his death at Aspendus. Fortunately Polybius 

1 Tf this expedition be referred 3953—891. 
(with Clinton, Dodwell, Breitenbach, 2 iv, 6, 1—14, 
&e.) to 392, then all the events 4 iv. 7. 2. 3 
hitherto spoken of have to be crowded 4 xiv. 97—99. cf. Xen. Hell. iv, 
into the single year 393 instead of 48, 21. 
being spread over the three years & xiv. J4—99, 
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practically filled the office for three years, notwithstanding 
the law mentioned in Hell. u. 1.7 that the same man could 
not be admiral more than once. In 406—405, however, the 
Spartans, Beloch reminds us, evaded this law by making 
Lysander secretary, instead of admiral, Aracus being merely the 
nominal commander-in-chief, and next year Lysander again 
appears as the de facto commander-in-chief of the fleet, what- 
ever may have been his title. Similarly, therefore, though in 
the course of the Corinthian War Teleutias appears on three 
separate occasions as the commander of the Spartan fleet, it is 
noticeable that the title of vavapyos is only actually applied to 
him by ‘Xenophon on the third and last. Of Teleutias’ several 
commands something will be said hereafter, but under these 
assumptions, which in several points, as will appear, are in- 
cidentally confirmed, the various dates in the maritime war can 
be fixed with some degree of apparent accuracy. The method 
might indeed be extended with advantage to the Athenian 
generals mentioned in the period, who in the regular course 
of things, entered upon office about midsummer also (ie. 1 of 
Hecatombzon). In their case however there is the further 
difficulty, that they were ten in number and often re-elected in 
successive years. Still on one or two occasions this date of 
their entrance upon office enters as a factor into the problem. 
How then does Beloch arrive at his list of Spartan admirals ? 
In Hell. iv. 8. 11 we are told that Podanemus was put in 
command of a fleet to counteract the Corinthian fleet, which had 
been equipped with the gold of Pharnabazus in 393 B.c. This 
cannot have occurred till after midsummer, so that Podanemus’ 
year of office must have been 393/392. Podanemus was however 
slain, and succeeded first by his secretary Pollis, who, being 
wounded, was in his turn succeeded by Herippidas, If then 
we suppose, that at midsummer Teleutias replaced Herippidas in 
the ordinary way, although Xenophon does not on this occasion 
call him vavapyos, we then get an important synchronism 
between the series of events by sea and land. For this would 
make Teleutias’ year to have been 392/391, and it appears 
from the dates for the war by land already arrived at, that it 
iy, 1. 13, 
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_ superseded the admiral Ecdicus. It seems therefore legitimate 
to infer that Teleutias must at any rate, whether he was 
entitled vavapyos or not, have held the ordinary year’s com- 
mand 390/389; while, if he superseded Ecdicus a few months 
after the latter’s appointment, as an attempt will be made to 
show, he must then have been de facto commander-in-chief 
of the Spartan fleet for more than eighteen months, ‘This 
would make Ecdicus’ year of office to be 391/390; whence it 
follows from what has already been stated, that Ecdicus in his 
turn must have been Teleutias’ immediate successor, shortly 
after the latter's capture of Lecheum in the early summer of 
391. 

The list of Spartan admirals having been thus arrived at, 
the remaining events of the maritime war can be arranged with 
comparative ease. 

393/392. Podanemus, admiral; Pollis, secretary. 

Certain skirmishes of which Xenophon ‘gives no details, 
except the death of Podanemus and the wounding of Pollis, 
whereupon the command was. taken by Herippidas, took place 
this year in the Corinthian Gulf. 

392/391. Teleutias, admiral(?). 

A priori and on the analogy of Lysander it would be natural 
to suppose that Teleutias was regularly appointed admiral this 
year, and that afterwards owing to his distinguished services 
and as the brother of King Agesilaus he was on the two subse- 
quent occasions irregularly appointed to the supreme command, 
In the absence of all direct evidence however this must be left 
aS aN open question. 

This summer (392) Antalcidas’ *attempt to bring about a 
general peace among the contending Greek states in the name 
of Tiribazus, the Persian satrap at Sardis, failed owing to the 
opposition of Athens, Thebes, and Argos. 

In the autumn *Tiribazus, having first arrested Conon, who 
had come as envoy to his court to represent Athenian interests 
against Antalcidas, repaired to the Persian Court at Susa, 
After his arrival the Persian king sent down Struthas to 





1 iy. 8. 11. * iv, 8. 12—15. 4 iv. &. 16, 17. 


















































with ‘some dieses ob dottideta 
Tai the acpudiaion of Randocinusaiisaanealia 
dicus, and Diphridas. It i noticable to that 
both under the year of the archon } 
synchroniam is doubtless more reliable th 
both confirm the present scheme of ct hich p 
axpadition of Agesilaus inthe eae a yar (9 





reckoning, which begins the year in mide 
391 is the proper figure, whereby to d 
ship of Nicoteles. Ecdicus, Xandpbiakt 
enemy too strong at Rhodes remained 
until his recal on the arrival of Tel . Sadie 
vavolv ais elyev ev TH Tept “Ayaiav ral A Néyauov Ko) 
this point, if we follow Beloch, we have sade, ; ot 
Ecdicus remained inactive for the 1 
months’ command at Unidus, but that 1 
first year had remained a second year in 
same twelve ships in the Corinthian Gulf, af 
the permanent occupation of Lecheum by th 
had rendered his further presence there wu 
other hand it might of course be argued, that if 
1 iv. 4.19, + iv. 8.4 





al 


THE CHRONOLOGY OF THE CORINTHIAN WARK. 139 


two commanders had done anything of importance within the 
year, Xenophon would, according to the principle which he 
laid down for himself in iv. 8. 1, have simply skipped over the 
interval. Still it seems to be more consistent with Xenophon’s 
narrative here, and, as will appear hereafter, with the exploits 
of Thrasybulus, who was sent out against Teleutias, and of 
his successors, to suppose that the Spartan government, con- 
trasting the victorious energy of Teleutias at Lechwum in the 
spring with the unsuccessful inactivity of Ecdicus at Cnidus, 
decided to supersede the regular admiral after a few months 
only of his command had expired. If this hypothesis be correct, 
Teleutias must have sent Ecdicus home in the autumn of 391, 
and must have continued for some twenty months or more 
(just like Lysander in 405, 404 B.c.) de facto admiral of the 
Spartan fleet, whatever his title may have been. Soon after 
his arrival (i.e. late autumn of 391) Teleutias sailed to Rhodes 
and on the way ‘captured an Athenian squadron, which had 
been despatched under Philocrates to assist Evagoras in Cyprus. 
The Athenians thereupon made great exertions to counteract 
the activity of Sparta in the eastern Aegean, and sent a fleet 
of 40 vessels under T'hrasybulus the Stirian to help the Rhodian 
demucrats. Most of the winter of 391/390, we may well assume, 
was occupied in equipping this fleet, so that Thrasybulus pro- 
bably sailed in the spring of 390. For fear of Teleutias how- 
ever he directed his course to the Hellespont, where among 
other things he succeeded in winning over Byzantium to the 
Athenian side and in imposing the toll upon vessels passing 
through the Bosporus once more for the benefit of Athens. 

390/389. Teleutias, de facto admiral. 

*Diodorus, as it has already been said, chronicles these 
operations of Thrasybulus under the two years 392 and 390, 
leaving by some mistake the intervening year a blank. Now it 
appears from Lysias (orr. 28 and 29), Demosthenes (pp. 475 and 
1302), and various inscriptions, as well as from Xenophon and 
Diodorus, that Thrasybulus’ successes were wide and far-reaching 
in their results, so that his operations may well have extended 
over two years or rather parts of two years. Probably therefore 

1 iv. 8. 24. 2 xiv. 94, 97. 
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to suppose that he had been regularly elected otparnyes), to 
counteract the measures, which the Lacedzmonians were taking 
to undo Thrasybulus’ work upon the Hellespont; and *Pam- 
philus to put a stop to the piracy of the Aeginetans. After an 
encounter with Pamphilus at Aegina, Teleutias was superseded 
by Hierax, the regular admiral for the year. *Hierax at once 
sailed to Rhodes, leaving his secretary Gorgopas behind at 
Aegina, who for five months besieged Pamphilus in a fortress, 
which the Athenians had built upon the island: whereupon 
the Athenians removed Pamphilus and his troops. Aristo- 
phanes in the Plutus (c. Feb. 388) has an obscure allusion 
to Agyrrhius (v. 176, cf. Eccles, 184), and apparently to some 
legal process going on against a Pamphilus (v, 174), who may 
very reasonably be identified with the unsuccessful general at 
Aegina, 

388/387. Antalcidas, admiral; Nicolochus, secretary. 

After their removal of Pamphilus, the Athenians began 
once more to suffer from the depredations of the Aeginetans ; 
so now they equipped a new squadron under Eunomus, pro- 
bably one of the new generals for the year, against them. 
Shortly afterwards the new Spartan admiral Antalcidas arrived 
at Aegina, 

The remaining events of the war seem to present little 
chronological difficulty. Antalcidas took Gorgopas with him as 
escort from Aegina to Ephesus, whence he immediately sent 
him back again, at the same time that he despatched his secre- 
tary Nicolochus to Abydos to succeed Anaxibius, who had been 
defeated and slain by Iphicrates in the previous year. Gorgopas 
on his return voyage *fell in with Eunomus, drove him back to 
Aegina, and next day defeated him, capturing four of his ships. 
Shortly afterwards however he was himself defeated by Chabrias, 
who was on his way to Cyprus to help Evagoras. ‘Eteonicus 
was apparently appointed to succeed Gorgopas at Aegina. 
These events may all very well have occurred before or during 
the autumn of 388. Xenophon then goes on to say é« 8¢ rovTov 
ot AMaxedaipovio. TeXeuvtiavy ad éxréurovow émi tavtas Tas 

1 iy. 8. 31: vy. 1.1, 2. > v1. 7—9. 
ay, 1.5. 4 y, 1, 13. 
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vais vavapxov. Beloch here interprets vadap ; . 
way, and is therefore obliged to suppose that the operation | 
Teleutias recorded in the following sections (183—24) belong to 
the year 387/386, and that they are thus inserted "hy Stent 
out of their chronological order: for in § 25 Xenophon goes 
back to speak of Antalcidas, who appears to be still heakaersst 
of office (ie. 388/387). Moreover Beloch sees a confirm 

this view in the mention (§ 23) of oAKadas vepoteneiae 
arguing that this must be the corn of the harvest of 387, which 
they were conveying to Athens in the autumn of that year. 
Surely however these merchantmen may have been just as 
well conveying in the spring of 387 the stored corn of the 
harvest of 888; indeed after that Antalcidas had rege | 
command of the Hellespont in the spring or early summer of 
387 there could have been no corn-ships sailing round the 
‘promontory of Sunium. And as for the title of vavapyos it is 
much simpler to suppose with Breitenbach (cf. not, ad loc) 
that the designation vavapyos is here specially limited by the 
addition én ravras rds vais, and that the Spartans, in the 
year of Antalcidas, were merely once more (av) availing them- 
selves of the services of their hitherto only successful com- 
mander at sea. In fact a continuous reading of Xenophon’s 
narrative, especially § 20 éxeivos (Teleutias) yap évopucev 
dperdéctepov yev exew tors “AOnvaiovs wepl To év TO Aupevi 
vautixov LT‘opyadira ato\waAorTos, seems almost to necessitate 
this hypothesis; whereas according to Beloch’s reckoning 
Gorgopas’ death must have occurred nearly a twelvemonth 
before these exploits of Teleutias. 

Meantime Antalcidas, having spent some six or eight 
months in his negotiations with the Persian king and in his 
journey to and from Susa, came down again to the Aegean 
coast, There hearing that Nicolochus was besieged by Iphi- 
crates at Abydos, he went by land to that city. Arrived at 
Abydos he collected a fleet of more than 80 ships, with which 
he drove Iphicrates and the other Athenian commanders out of 
the Hellespont, and soon reduced the Athenians at home to 
wish eagerly for peace. Then followed (c. May or June 387) 
the congress of Greek deputies, assembled under the presidency 
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of Tiribazus (probably at Sardis) to listen to the terms dictated 
to them by the Great King. The next six months must have 
been occupied in the return of the deputies to their respective 
states, the opposition raised by Thebes, Agesilaus’ threatened 
invasion of Boeotia, the terrorizing of Corinth and Argos into 
submission, until at last probably about November of the same 
year the ém’ ’Avradxidou cipnvn was finally accepted by all the 
Greek states. 

The above scheme of chronology for the Corinthian War 
is put forward by the present writer with considerable diffi- 
dence. Compared with Beloch’s in regard to the maritime 
events, it claims to be more in harmony with their order in 
Xenophon’s narrative, and (if indeed that be any merit) to be 
rather more consistent with Diodorus, Again, while it recog- 
nizes the soundness in the main of Beloch’s hypothesis, that 
the Spartan admiralship was an annual office beginning about 
midsummer, it recognizes at the same time the irregular nature 
of two at any rate of Teleutias’ three commands, and does not 
seek by any undue straining of Xenophon’s text to co-ordinate 
them exactly with the tenure of the ordinary admirals. This 
view finds too its confirmation in the parallel case of Lysander, 
and does not invalidate in any way Xenophon’s general 'state- 
ment of the Spartan law—ot vdépos adtois Sis tov avrov 
vavapyxel. 


G. E. UNDERHILL. 
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would probably not repay anyone to investigate. Thus in xv 
848 they both end the line with ‘simul alcius euolat illa’, both 
have ‘cecidit titulus’ 856, ‘angusti’ 869, ‘astra perennis | alta’ 
875—6. Of the two B, is easily the most corrupt; but B, 
appears to have no correct reading of its own. Their claims 
to be considered rest on the undoubtedly good reading ‘eneadem’ 
in 804, which however has been found by Mr Housman in a 
much older codex in the British Museum Harley 2742, saec, 
X1m1; see the Appendix to this paper. I have observed nothing 
else of any value that is not preserved in older MSS. except 
perhaps 9 ‘ Gratia’ (for Graiia?) B,, and 20 ‘ Missilus’ the same, 
but also “manche =” (Magnus), which is a little nearer to 
‘ Myscelus’ than the readings of heVG. 

There is more to be said for G and V; between which also 
there appears to be some connexion, as may be inferred from 
e.g. 776 ‘en acui sceleratos cernitis enses’: ‘in mea uiscera latos 
enses’ V, ‘inlatos mea uiscera enses’ G, G having transposed 
the ‘latos’. The following readings deserve attention: xv 73 
*Arcuit’ GV, 80 ‘florem’ G (m erased), 92 ‘ ritusque’ GV, 211 
‘sparsis per tempora canis’ (sparsus V*) V, 304 ‘derepta’ G, 


| 

‘bicorni’ V, 305 ‘capro’ (i perhaps from the first hand) G, 
526 ‘ partim reprehensa relinqui’ GV (‘ partim reprensa’ h and 
N?). In 475 ‘formidatis’ GV, ‘formidantes’ he; in the same 
line ‘includite’ GV is either right (so Magnus) or points to 
‘inludite’. In 504 ‘damnauit meritumque nihil pater eicit 
urbe’ ‘eiecit’ V (also N*) for ‘eicit’ is perhaps a remnant of 
antiquity ; ef. Lachmann Lucr. p, 128. It would explain the 
origin of the corruption of late MSS, which was once the vul- 
gate and which well illustrates the growth of interpolation in 
the 15th book ‘arguit inmeritumque pater proiecit ab urbe’; 
‘pr eiecit urbe’ became ‘proiecit urbe’, then the lost ‘ pater’ 
had to be restored; the other corrections were metrical. Be- 
fore leaving these MSS. I may add that V is remarkable for the 
number of times it omits the initial letter of each line and G 
for the Old German glosses which it contains. 

Dr Magnus’s contributions to the criticism of the book 
consist partly of short foot-notes appended to his collation, 
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and partly of suggestions supported at greater length in the 
last 13 pages of his dissertation. The latter I now subjoin. 
The lection printed last in each case is the one which he pre- 
fers. 107 ‘putes’ h, ‘ potest’ eGV (very likely right). 111 8q4. 
‘prima putatur | hostia sus meruisse mori qua semina 
pando | eruerat rostro spemque inéerciderat anni’. ‘ eruerat 
—interciderat’ h 2 $, ‘eruerat—interceperat’ 17 © (eruerat— 
interfecerat Probus), ‘ eruerit (‘euertit’ G)—interceperit’ «GV 
(probably right; as Magnus points out, the subjunctive is in 
accordance with Ovid's custom, and ‘interceperit’ is strongly 
supported by Met. vu 292. It is also favoured by the phrase 
of the epitomator of the fables ‘nam paulatim concessum est 
ut maleficae ferae dolis interceptae occiderentur et mansueta- 
rum foetus (?) Sues quod fruges satas eruerent’; compare below 
p. 148). 332—4 ‘est lacus Arcadiae, Pheneum dixere pri- 
ores, | ambiguis suspectus aquis quas nocte timeto: | nocte 
nocent potae, sine noxa luce bibuntur’; lacus heV, locus G 
(also B,.). In a long and learned disyuisition Dr Magnus 
shows that there is no evidence for a lake Pheneus (this was 
the name of the town) and that the water is that of the Styx. 
See more below. 366 ‘apes quae more parentum | rura colunt’; 
‘prisca’ V which will hardly be approved of. 420 ‘sic omnia 
uerti | cernimus atque i/las adsumere robora gentes, | coneidere 
has’; ‘omnia’ he, ‘tempora’ G'V (an improvement), ‘illas’ yulg., 
‘alias’ GV. 475 (already mentioned): M. well supports the 
use of ‘includite’ in this connexion, 497 sqq. ‘fando aliquem 
Hippolytum uestras quoque contigit aures | credulitate patris, 
sceleratae fraude nouercae | occubuisse neci’; ‘quoque’ h, ‘si’ «, 
‘puto’ GV. After the many strong parallels adduced by Dr 
Magnus which favour ‘si’ (see especially Met. ix 8 ‘nomine si 
qua suo fando peruenit ad aures | Deianira tuas’) I am some- 
what surprised that he should reject it for ‘puto’ ‘si’ alone 
explains the variants. The s was absorbed after ‘uestras’; and 
‘puto’ and ‘quoque’ are metrical corrections. The corruption 
was assisted by the fact that there was no very obvious apodosis 
to the ‘si’, viz. ‘mirabere uixque probabo: | sed tamen ille ego 
sum’; for there should only be a comma after ‘neci’, 514 ‘ mihi 
mens interrita mansit | exiliis contenta snis’; ‘contenta” heV, 
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‘intenta’ G, which no doubt is simpler, though I am not sure the 
vulgate is wrong. 667 ‘perueniunt’ hG, ‘conueniunt’ VeN* 
which seems right. 675 sqq. ‘cognouit numina—sacerdos | et, 
deus en! deus en! animis linguisque fauete | quisquis ades! 
dixit ': ita h, ‘en deus est deus est’ eGV. I prefer the reading 
of Riese which M. says is ‘destitute of all extrinsic and intrinsic 
probability’, as it explains the lections both of bh and of eGV, the 
former having assimilated ‘est’ and the latter ‘en’. 700 ‘ sewto 
Pallantidos ortu’, ‘sexto’ manche s, ‘sextae’ heGV. M. rightly 
says the first is prose and the second poetry, comparing Fast, 
Iv 373, VI 568, Met. x1 98 and other passages. 724 ‘hospitio 
stbi iunctt numinis usus’. So h, ‘iuncti sibi’ eGV, which M. 
prefers, comparing Ix 499 ‘Saturnus Opem iwnctam sibi san- 
guine duxit’. I cannot assent. Each order is right in its place; 
the emphasis is here on the person ‘sibi’, there on the relation- 
ship ‘iunctam’, Besides, it makes a difference whether the 
abl. precede or follow; and the rhythm ‘sibi iuncti’ was more 
likely to be changed than vice versa, 726 ‘innisus’ h, ‘innixus’ 
eGY. Bya collection of the instances M. strives to show that 
in Ovid tradition is for x, not s, in nitor and cognates ; his case 
appears to be strong. 729 sqq. ‘hue omnis populi passim ma- 
trumque patrumque | obuia turba ruit quaeque ignis, Troica, 
seruant | Vesta tuos’; ‘seruant’ B,, many s, ‘seruat’ heG (‘ser- 
uet’ V), which seems better. 824 ‘Emathiaque iterum: madefient 
caede Philippi’; ‘Emathiaque’ heV (‘Emathiaeque’ B,,), ‘Ema- 
thiique’ G, as in Lucan Ix 271. 855 sq. ‘sic magnt cedit titulis 
Agamemnonis Atreus| Aegea sic Theseus, sic Pelea wincit Achil- 
les’; ‘magni’ 1 5, ‘magnis’ hGV, ‘magnus’ e, which seems better ; 
‘uincit’, ‘uicit’? heG, supported also by Juv. xiv 214; the 
change of tense need not distress us. 

One cannot help observing how often in these recommenda- 
tions and others Dr Magnus reverts to the reading of older texts, 
for example J. C. Jahn’s. Thus in xiv 844 ‘fatebor’, xv 62 
‘remotus’, 92, 113, 251, 475, 498, 667, 724, 726, 855, the read- 
ing he advocates is that of Jahn; a proof indeed that later 
editors have not given so much attention to that edition as 
they should. His statements have this advantage over his 
neglected predecessor's that they are based on exact and recent 
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examination of definite manuscripts, while Jahn’s and Heinsius’ 
statements are often, perhaps not always with justice, suspected 
of inaccuracy. Though every reader of Dr Magnus’s dissertation 
will echo the wish that his search for manuscripts will be re- 
warded by the discovery of better ones than those whose readings 
are here before us, it is an allowable scepticism to doubt whether 
such are to be found, Indeed it may be questioned whether 
they will enrich us by a single new reading of importance that 
can lay claim to any antiquity. This somewhat desponding 
view is confirmed by the results of Mr Housman’s collation of 
the codices in the British Museum. ‘Aeneaden* and ‘Antium’ 
718 are now well supported; but there are no discoveries. 
It is confirmed also by the fact that the version of the Greek 
monk Planudes (which, as is well known, was made from a 
codex that, though bad enough in many respects, had yet 
sometimes preserved the truth where other authorities have 
lost it) presents in this part of the Metamorphoses but little 
of an independent value. I believe Mr Owen (Tristia Praet. 
p. Ixxvi) has secured the only emendation which it will supply, 
Xv 53 ‘pererratis quae spectant aeguora terris’, for ‘litora’ 





which is an explanation of the relative clause. All besides _ 


that I have been able to find—for Mr Owen’s ‘allisarum’ 
in 338 will not do at all; the Clashing Rocks did not dash 
water on to themselves but squeezed it out between them—is 
® @TWt Tov ovpavoy (?=‘o cuiuis caelum’, which would bea 
stroke nearer to ‘cui ius’ than the ‘cuius’ of our MSS.) 38 and 
TV Xphaw Tov ydhaxTos for ‘lacteus usus’ 79, apparently a 
misunderstanding of ‘umor’, to which all our MSS. have prefixed 
an h, Nor is much to be hoped from the epitomator of the 
Fables, on whom the editors have foisted the name of Lactantius 
Placidus, in Muncker’s Mythographi Latini. Tt is true that he 
had ‘aeratis (postibus)’ in 620, for which he gives ‘aeneis car- 
dinibus’, a reading now extant in no ancient authority; and, 
like Planudes («ai odros), he had ‘ Hic in aquas’, the reading of 
G, in 251. But his trustworthiness as a source may be gauged 
by his paraphrase of 55 sqq. ‘tumulum sub quo nents Cro- 
tonis | ossa tegebat humus’ cett., ‘urbem constituit eame 
proximo tumulo cui Tares Neptuni filius subiectus erat, Tarentum 








— 
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nominauit’, and this in spite of 50,51. We must then, I am 
afraid, rest our hopes of improving the text of this concluding 
part of Ovid’s greatest poem upon conjecture only: and it is from 
this point of view that the following proposals are submitted. 

XIV 845 sqq. 

‘nec mora, Romuleos cum uirgine Thaumantea 

ingreditur colles. ibi sidus ab aethere lapsum 
decidit in terras, a cuius lumine flagrans 
Hersiliae (or -e) crinis cum sidere cessit in auras. 
hanc manibus notis Romanae conditor arcis 
excipit’. 

This tradition of all our copies in 848 has rightly given 
offence ; for no attentive reader of Ovid will suppose that he 
would tell you what happened to the hair of Hersilia and omit 
to tell you what happened to its owner. His habits are all the 
other way. If however there were any warrant for a nom. ‘ Her- 
silie’ or ‘ Hersili@’, the tradition might be retained; but there 
is none. The conjectures hitherto proposed, ‘ Hersilia e terris’ 
Polle, ‘ Hersilia aerias’ Zingerle, ‘ Hersilia aetherias’ Riese, are 
all unsatisfactory, as they fail to account for ‘crinis’, which 1s, 
moreover, quite in place in such a translation; compare the 
‘Coma Berenices’ and the account of ‘Dionaei Caesaris astrum’ 
in Met. xv 848, The word then to attack is ‘Hersilie’. It is 
suspicious, first because it occurs in exactly the same part of 
the verse, nine lines above, and secondly because ‘ crinis’ would 
appear to the reader to require some explanatory addition. 
Further its letters are. almost exactly the same as those of 
‘aetherias’ (‘etherias’=‘hersilea’) a word which gives an 
Ovidian phrase, as Riese shows from v 511 ‘auras | exit in ae- 
therias ’, and one appropriate in this connexion ; see Cat. 66, 55 

‘isque per aetherias me tollens auolat auras (s0. w, ‘wmbras’ V) | 
et Veneris casto collocat in gremio’. Such shifting of letters 
is quite common in Latin MSS., as Mr Housman has abun- 
dantly proved in this Journal, even where there are no auxiliary 
causes; and here we have seen there are two’, ‘crinis’ is of 

1 They are not confined to copyists. answer in examination discussing ‘the 
I have just looked over a well written sciefentic epic of Lucretius’. 





a 


ON BOOK XV OF OVID’S METAMORPHOSES. 151 


satisfactory. The absolute use of ‘uesci’ is in fact enough to 
condemn it. Some recent editors adopt a most unskilful con- 
jecture of Korn, ‘et illis’.. That ‘in’ is sound, one passage is 
enough to show, Lucan I 611 sq. ‘palluit attonitus sacris fera- 
libus Aruns | atque iram superum raptis quaesiuit in extis’. 
Lachmann proposed ‘genus inmortale’; but a slighter change 
will be more satisfactory, Read 


‘onde (fames homini uetitorum tanta ciborum !) 
audetis uesci, genus o mortale’. 


For the construction of ‘inde’ compare Sallust Cat. 22. 1 
“humani corporis sanguinem uino permixtum. inde cum post 
execrationem omnes degustavissent’. It survives in Romance, 
e.g. Fr. en manger. | 


333 sqq. 
‘est locus Arcadiae, Pheneum dixere priores, 
ambiguis suspectus aquis, quas nocte timeto, 
nocte nocent potae; sine noxa luce bibuntur’, 


This is the reading of all our codices and, as Mr Frazer has 
observed to me, of the epitomator, Considered in itself it might 
stand, though it contains an obvious éls ravroy and the quadruple 
repetition of the syllable noc is not euphonious, But if, as I be- 
lieve, Dr Magnus is right in holding that the waters of the Styx 
are referred to, and that the accounts of Seneca_N. Q. 111 25 1 ‘circa 
Nonacrim in Arcadia Styx appellata ab incolis aduenas fallit 
quia non facie, non odore suspecta est...aqua summa celeritate 
corrumpit neque remedio locus est quia protenus hausta duratur 
nec aliter quam gypsum sub umore constringitur et adligat 
niscera’, and of Pliny 31. 26 ‘in Arcadia ad Phenewm aqua 
profluit e saxis Styx appellata quae ilico necat’, 2. 231 ‘iuxta 
Nonacrim in Arcadia Styx nec odore differens nec colore epota 
ilico necat’, are in close relationship to Ovid’s here (which seems 
highly probable as Seneca quotes from the immediate context 
four times in chapters 20 and 25 and Pliny refers in 2. 230 to 
the ‘ Lyncestis aqua’ Met. xv 329), then it is not rash to sup- 
pose that we should read 


‘nocte necant potae; sine noxa luce bibuntur’, 
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non sinit; en, acui sceleratos cernitis enses, 
quos prohibete precor facinusque repellite’. 

This is Riese’s reading from a correction in h. But the first 
hand has ‘en me’; from which most MSS. have the crude 
alteration ‘in me’. The worthy Planudes translates iSo) ydp 
eis €ue Onyoueva BréErete avoora Eid, conflating original and 
correction as he has done in xt 163, where he translates both 
‘retorsit’ (AéAv«ev) and ‘resoluit’ (érpewrev) (Boissonade), and 
in XII 956 sqq., where his translation is in hopeless confusion ; 
compare also XI 545 ‘Astraei—fratres’ Ovid, oi “Aotpaiou 
avepwot Plan. where the original has disappeared. The tra- 
dition then is ‘en me’; and for this ‘en’ does not account. 

I propose 

‘anne acui sceleratos cernitis enses ?’ 


ne, often separated in manuscripts from the word to which it 
belongs, has been corrupted to me as at Prop. Iv 2 62 ‘ne’ N, 
‘me’ O; compare id. 11 19 2 ‘sine me’ DV, ‘si me’ FN, 


J. P. POSTGATE., 


POSTSCRIPT. 


Happening to be in Bale this summer I looked at the 
“codices membranacei’ of the Metamorphoses in the University 
Library. There are three (F II 26, 27, 28) all a good deal 
older than the ‘chartacei’ which Dr Magnus has collated. 
The best is F II 26, perhaps of the 13th century. Compare 
Loers, preface to his edition of the Metamorphoses where its 
readings are cited as from ‘ Basil. I’, but inaccurately, as far as 
I tested it. The following variants, which, except a few unim- 
portant ones I here omit, are all that I had time to note, will 
give some idea of its value. 

XIV 829 and 834 coniunx 847 Hersilie xv 20 Mic- 
thylus, mg. m. 2 mictilus 22 age supra scr. m. 2 ela 25 
Postea discendunt 34 simul om., add.mg.m.2 42 culpas 
43 tristissententia 50 Lacedaemoniumque Tarentum 51 

Journal of Philology. vou, xx1t. | il 
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merentum before 52. 52 que et abe. 88 win wiscera ae, in 
uiscere b, 92 creat ab, parit e, 93 rictus corr. in ritus a, 
ritus be. 100 aruisabe. 107 potest abe, puto b uar., putem 
esuprascr. 113 erueritabe. interceperit ab,intercymte. 114 
mactatus a, mactatur b, mactandus e. 115 dicitur a, ultoris 
ductus b, ducitur e in ras, 126 tot abe. 131 asignis ae, 
presignis b, but pre is in ras, and there is an erasure of two 
letters before it. 136 pectore abe. 137 ciborum est ae, 
ciborum b. 170 formas—easdem abe. 173 ne abe. 180 
acabe. 182 eadem weniens abe. 186 emensas ae, emeritas 
b which has in mg. extensas wel emersas (corr. ex emensas), 
188 lassa abe. 201 et lactens ae, et lactans b. 202 nitens 
a, recens be. 205 ludit ab, ridete. 217 primae matrisque 
ab, matris primae e. habitawimus abe. 230 solidarwm more 
ferarum abe. 232 aspexit abe. 244 distent a, distant be. 
251 hic ae, hinc b. 253 reddit ab, reparat e, b uar, 254, 
totoabe. 255 faciemque abe. 272 exceta corr. in excecata 
a, exsiccata (sic in ras.) b, exsiccata e. 275 toto modo ab, modo 
tecto e. 284 fecerat abe. 304 sq. direpta bicornis—capri 
abe. 307 et a, aut be. 311 athamantis ab, ahalantis e. 
315 oris a, horis b, arwis e ex corr. 317 mirum est abe. 
320 siquis abe. 339 in monte a',immotae be. 359 uenenis 
ae, ueneno b, 364 his quoque dilectus a, i quoque delectos 
(dilectos b) be. 416 coralium abe. 443 patrio abe. 453 
neae,nonb. 455 queeta,etbe. 458 pectoraabe. 459 
possunt abe. 464 corpora cultro ab, gutora ferroe. 473 que 
om. é. 475 illudite a, includite b, ludite e with an erasure of 
3 letters preceding. 481 latialis ab(e). 497 quoque ae, st b. 
515 contenta a(b)(e). 522 circumuertitur ab, circwmuoluitur 
e; all three have quae for qua. 525 queom.abe. 526 que 
om, abe: reprehensa ae, reprensa b. 531 luce c. regna ab, 
c. regna (om. luce: add. man. 2) e. 541 creta deloque a, delo 
cretaque (b)e. 546 assentior ae, acceptior b. 552 At a, 
Haec b, Et e. 570 cornua ab, manus et eodem lumina e. 
596 wobis abe, 625 accesserit a, advecerit b, acerserit e (mg. 
arcesserit). 630 tenentis atbe. 634 pharetras ae, pharetrae 
b. 636 corpora ab, pectorae. 640 accersite a, b (ex arces- 
site), arcessite e, 644 simul incurua ab, postquam incurua e. 


ON THE COMPOSITION OF SOME GREEK 
a MANUSCRIPTS, 


THE way in which the sheets of a Greek manuscript were 
written and put together is a matter that may have importance 
for the philologist as well as the palaeographer; questions of 
criticism often turn on such points as whether marginal notes 
are in the same hand as the text, and whether part of a MS. 
is earlier or laterthan the rest. Information on these questions 
can be obtained only by an examination of the writing of the 
MSS. themselves (for external and explicit evidence hardly if 
ever exists in the documents in which we possess the classics): 
and that the conclusion of such an examination may be sound, 
it must be comparative, and the particular MS. must be shown 
to agree in general with the usage of MSS. contemporary to it. 
To the palaeographer the interest of the enquiry consists in that 
he is able to reconstruct the circumstances under which the 
MS. was written, and to supply data some of which might 
have been given by a subscription. 

I propose to consider from this point of view the manner 
in which several tenth and eleventh century Greek MSS, were 
written. This period, the years about 1000 a.p., has given us 
the greatest quantity of important MSS. of the classics: in 
number, the following centuries surpass the tenth and early 
eleventh, but in many cases the MSS. are copies more or less 
direct of originals of the period we are considering. Ninth and 
early tenth century MSS. are naturally very valuable, but their 
rarity makes them comparatively exceptions. The MSS. that 
decide the text of the majority of Greek authors will be found 
to date from about the year 1000 A.p. The hand in which 
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they are written is well marked. It belongs to a small and com- 
paratively cursive type of writing, which in the early part of the 
tenth century separated from the larger and more formal minus- 
cule appropriated to ecclesiastical books; the smaller hand was 
suited to works of larger extent and that involved close study. 
Naturally therefore it was applied for the most part to classical 
authors, but there is nothing to prevent an ecclesiastical text 
appearing in it’. Dated examples are the Aristotle Ven. 201 
of A.D. 955 (Wattenbach and von Velsen, Exempla codicum 
graecorum no. V), and the Gregory of Nazianzus, Paris suppl. 
grec 469 A of A.D. 986 (Omont, Facsimilés datés de la Biblio- 
théque Nationale no. vim"). From this hand is descended 
lineally the writing of the MSS. we are considering. It is 
fluent, sharp, a good deal ligatured, the letters ornamental and 
varied; the whole bears the air of being written with ease. 
These are its differences from early minuscule: from the later 
style it differs in the following respects. While varied, it is 
regular, always well-proportioned, the work of a scribe master 
of his art, and the quality of beauty, the distinctive attribute 
of early minuscule, remains in this hand. In size it is generally 
small, but it varies between the dimensions of the text of the 
Venetian Iliad (Mare. 454), and its scholia or the Paris Aris- 
totle (grec 1741). Some hands are more ornamental than 
others, rounder, more upright, with more difference between 
the up and the down stroke. A subdivision almost may be 
made upon this point of difference; a certain number of MSS. 
of this period show a comnatiaivals rough and uncalligraphie 
hand, in which the strokes of the letters are very much of one 
thickness throughout; such, with variations, are the Plutarch, 
Laur. 69,6 of A.D. 997 (W. V. no. 1x), Nicander, Paris suppl. 
grec 247 (Omont, Facsimilés des plus anciens MSS. no, XXX VII. 
4), Thad, Laur. 32. 15 (a rough facsimile in La Roche’s Iliad 
vol. 1.). 

The MSS. that we are to deal with possess the remarkable 
characteristic that they have no subscriptions; neither their 
year nor their place is known, The period to which they are 





1 For instance, Epistles Vat. 2080, catenas are in a more or less cursive 
Acts and Epistles Barocci 3. Many hand, 
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referred, about the year 1000 A.D, is therefore a matter of 
inference. The nearest date antecedent is that of the MS. 
Paris suppl. grec 469 A already cited, A.D. 986; the MSS. later 
than the year 1000 that most nearly resemble the type seem 
to be that of St Maximus, Paris grec 1097, A.D. 1059 (Omont, 
Facsimilés datés xxv‘), and the Psalter, Paris grec 40 of the 
same year (ib. xxvi"). The absence of subscription or date 
is a singularity that requires explanation. The Plutarch of 
997, which has been quoted above, is not an entirely typical 
representative of the class, It is a peculiarity of classical MSS. 
in general, as opposed to sacred ones, that they are unsigned 
and undated. 

It is probably impossible to make a complete list of these 
MSS. It may be useful however to collect those which may be 
studied in facsimile : 


At Paris: 


Scholia to Aristotle, grec 1853 (Omont, facs. des plus anciens 
Mss. XXX), 

Anthology, suppl. grec 384 (ib. XxxxIII; a photograph of the 
whole, made by the Heidelberg authorities, may be found 
in some principal libraries). 

Apollonius, grec 2548, a slightly different type (ib. XxX xv1). 

Aristotle, grec 1741 (ib. xxxvir, Pal. Soc. 11. 47: facsimile of 
ff. 184—199 containing the Poetics, Paris, 1891), 

Lexica, Coislin 545 (ib). 

Theognis, suppl. grec 388 (ib. XX XVIII. 2). 

Strabo, grec 1397 (ib. XL). 


At Venice: 


Tliad, Mare. 454 (W. V. xxxiut and xxx, Dindorf Scholia in 
Ihadem, 1. pp. 156, 356). 
Hippocrates, Marc. 269 (first hand, W. V. x1). 
Plutarch, Mare. 250 (W. V. XLIv). 
Also at Venice, though not facsimiled, Demosthenes, 
Mare. 418, Aristides append. class. vit. cod. Vit. 


12—2 
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di facsimili paleographici” and to whom is due the minute colla- 
tion of the text of Aeschylus in Wecklein’s edition (Berlin, 1885). 
It is obvious how much any student of the MS. must benefit by 
such authoritative predecessors. My own acquaintance with 
the MS. may reckon several years; in the Christmas vacation 
of 1892 I had the opportunity of studying it at leisure. 
The description is as follows: 

Laur. 32. 9, membr., 331 x 211 millim., ff. 264 (ff. 1—118 
Sophocles, 119—189 Aeschylus, 190—264 Apollonius Rhodius); 
lines to the page, 42 to 48. Gathers of four sheets, ruled and 
arranged in the usual manner (upon which I may refer to 
Thompson, Introduction, p. 6), signed at the top outside corner 
of the first page. 


(SOPHOCLES. ) 


Quires ; 

(1) ff. 1—8, signature gone (f. 1 r. inc. Ajax). 

(2) ff 9—16, id. (16. at the bottom, expl. Ajax). 

(3) ff 17—24, id. (17 r. ine. Electra). 

(4) ff. 25—32, id: I cannot perceive the trace of 
a signature which according to Prof. Vitelli is visible on 25 r. 

(5) ff 33—40 signature gone (33 v. expl. Electra, inc. Oed. 
Tyr.). 
(6) ff 44—485, signature gone, 

(7) ff. 49—56, signature gone (49 r. expl. Oed. Tyr. 49 v, 
inc. Antigone). 

(8) ff. 57—64, signature gone (64r. expl. Antigone, 64 v. 
inc. Trachiniae). 

(9) ff. 65—72, signature gone. 

(10) ff 738—80, signature gone (79 v. expl. Trach., inc. ° 

(11) ff. 81—88, on 81 r. are the lower halves of the letters 1a. 

(12) ff. 89—96, signature gone (96r, expl. Phil., inc. Oed. 
Col.). 

(13) ff. 97—104, signature gone. 

(14) ff. 105—112, id, 

(15) fi. 115—118, signature gone, three sheets only, the 
first two a pair, a single one in the centre. (118 r. expl. Oed, 
Col., 118 v. is blank.) 
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(AESCHYLUS.) 


(16) f£ 119—126, signature gone (119 r. ine. Persae). 

(17) f& 127—134, id, (127 r. a new hand begins 
in the text, 131r. expl. Persag, inc. Agamemnon; 134 vy, ends 
with Agam. 310). 

(18) Perished. 

(19) Represented by the first sheet marked @ in the top 
outside corner, ff. 135 and 136, f. 135 contains Agamemnon 
1067 to 1159, f. 136 contains Choephoroe 10 to 102. Had 
there been no independent evidence, the extent of the earlier 
portion of the Agamemnon lost might have been approximately 
estimated by counting the lines contained in one quire. No 
guess on the other hand could have been made as to where 
the Agamemnon ended and the Choephoroe began. 

(20) ff 187—144, marked at the top x (137 r. ine. Choeph. 
103). 

(21) ff. 145—152, top signature gone: in the bottom out- 
side corner, the letter § (not or), (147 v. expl. Choeph., ine. 
Prom. Vinct.) 

(22) ff. 153—160, at top «8: at bottom €. (159 v. expl. 
Prom., inc. Eumen.) 

(23) ff. 161—168, at top the remains of kr, at bottom 7. 

(24) f£ 169—176, at top xa, at bottom @ (169 y. expl. 
Eumen., inc. Septem c. Thebas.) 

(25) ff. 177—184, top signature gone, at bottom @ (179 v. 
expl. Sept. c. Th., inc. Supplices,) 

(26) ff. 185—189: top signature gone, no signature at 
bottom. Two sheets, with one half-sheet (f 186) imserted 
between the two anterior leaves (188 r. expl. Suppl., 188 v. and 
189 r. AieytXov Bios, 189 v. is blank), 


(APOLLONIUS. ) 


(27) ff 190—197, signature gone. (190r. ine. lib. 1) 

(28) £. 198—205, marked 38. 

(29) ff. 206—213, the lower part of ir. (207 v. expl. lib. 1, 
inc, lib, II.) 
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(30) ff. 214—221, lower part of 12, 

(31) ff 222—229, lower part of te. (224r. expl. lib. 11, 
ine. lib, IL.) 

(32) ff. 230—237, signature gone. 

(33) ff 238—245, id. (241 v. expl. lib. 171, ine. 
lib. Iv.). 

(34) ff. 246—254, signature gone. Four sheets and one 
half-sheet (f. 253), inserted between the hinder leaves of the 
third and fourth. 

(35) ff. 255—262, signature gone. The former half of the 
second sheet (f. 256), and the latter half of the third (f£ 260) 
have been cut off and restored, the new portion in each case 
being glued to the remainder. 

(36) ff 263 and 264, signed x. One sheet: the hair-side 
is, contrary to custom, turned outwards. (263 y. expl. lib. Iv., 
seq. yévos atroAXwviov, 264 v..is blank.) 


There is nothing abnormal in the arrangement of these 
quires as far as the 21st, page 145. ‘T’he loss of a quire or two 
is unfortunately not a rare thing in classical MSS.; the extent 
of the loss, one gather and the three inside sheets of the next, 
is fixed by the signature 1@ on the first leaf of the surviving 
sheet, f. 135. The circumstance that does need explanation is 
the double signature of the gathers of Aeschylus, which begins 
at gather xa, f. 145 and continues, with the exception of the 
last gather, to the end of Aeschylus: and further the seemingly 
incorrect numbering of the quires of Apollonius. Aeschylus 
was signed so as to follow Sophocles, and the numerals that 
remain are in correct sequence, One would have expected 
accordingly, the first quire of Apollonius, the 27th in the whole 
book, to be numbered xz: instead of this, the second gather of 
Apollonius is marked 18, and the first was presumably marked 
i. What is the reason for this new system, and what was 
Apollonius intended to follow? One might suppose, Aeschylus: 
but in Aeschylus there are eleven gathers, and the first of 
Apollonius should therefore have been 18 and not 1m. And 
even in this case, why does the numeration begin with Aeschylus, 
with no account taken of Sophocles? Further, what is the 
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meaning of the double series of numbers on the quires of 
Aeschylus ? 

Our data do not enable us to solve this problem entirely ; 
the key to it, as Mr Thompson says (p. 6) lies in the double 
numbering of Aeschylus. I may notice in passing, and some- 
what to anticipate, that the signatures all through the book 
appear to me to be in the same hand, and that the hand of the 
scholia. The similarity between these numerals, whieh are 
capitals or (in the case of the lower signatures m Aeschylu: 
large minuscules, and the large capitals which often Saale 
paragraphs of scholia, seem to make this identification probable. 
Re-numbering an already signed manuscript is not an un- 
common phenomenon, Quires in course of time get lost or 
misplaced, numerals are erased or cut off at a rebinding, and it 
may be found necessary to re-number the gathers. Probably 
the majority of existing quire-signatures are non-original ; the 
accidents to which books are exposed are so many, that it is 
comparatively rare to find the original numerals in their place. 
Hither they have gone without trace,—the case in the Sophocles 
of our MS.—or they have been supplanted by a late series. In 
all these cases however the character of the numbering betrays 
its lateness: in the instance before us we have two independent 
sets of signatures in the same hand, There must haye been a 
reason in the original composition of the book to occasion this. 
The upper numerals connect Aeschylus with Sophocles: the 
lower numerals must have had a similar purpose. There is no 
disturbance in the gathers of Aeschylus to call for a new 
numbering: the second series of signatures must refer to some- 
thing exterior. Now when we notice that these second 
numerals, beginning at the sixth quire with 5, go on as far as 
« at the tenth quire, and pass over the 11th gather altogether, 
it is plain that they are intended to connect with some book 
that already began at sa; and this of course is the case with 
Apollonius. The necessity of finding a reason for this double 
notation of Aeschylus, then, seems to show that the numbering 
of Apollonius was previous to the lower numbering of Aeschylus, 
and not vice versi. We also obtain an explanation of the 
otherwise singular circumstance that the last gather’ in 
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Aeschylus is passed over in this series. The numeration of 
Apollonius has next to be explained. For this the solution 
given by Mr Thompson seems very probable: that the 
Apollonius was given to be written before the Aeschylus 
was finished, and that the supervising scribe (the scholiast) 
calculated the number of quires that would be needed for 
Aeschylus at ten, and therefore numbered the first quire of 
Apollonius is. His calculation was not far out. The Aeschylus 
in fact took five pages over the ten quires, and therefore when 
it was numbered to correspond with Apollonius, this extra 
piece had to be passed over. So far we may think we see into 
the matter: why Apollonius was intended to follow Aeschylus 
only and not Sophocles, while before Aeschylus had been 
prefixed to Apollonius, it had been itself subjoined to Sophocles, 
the whole arrangement being apparently the work of one 
person, we must leave unexplained. 

The next point to be considered is the number of hands in the 
MS., and the share that each took in its composition. The text of 
the MS, is written in minuscule, the scholia in the modification of 
capitals thatis called semiuncial, By this arrangement, common 
though not universal at this period, text and commentary are 
conveniently distinguished, a matter otherwise often of difficulty, 
when the colour of the ink is the same, and the abundance of 
the scholia causes them to be written more or less in amongst the 
text. Several pages in the latter part of the Aeschylus are an 
instance of this. In the course of the eleventh century the 
employment of semiuncial for scholia becomes rarer, and from 
about 1050 onwards author and comment are written in the 
same hand and are only distinguished by size. We have 
therefore an immediate difficulty that belongs to MSS. of this 
period: is the minuscule of the text the same hand as the 
small capitals of the margin, and if there is more than one 
hand in the text, which if either of the two wrote these 
capitals? ‘The general rule in these cases is, to look for in- 
stances of semiuncial in the text, eg. in headings, titles, 
dramatis personae and the like, and in the margin for similar 
relapses into minuscule, generally to be found in various 
readings, omitted lines, arguments prefixed to the text, and so 
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forth. By this means the two styles of writing are brought 
into contact, and can be compared directly with each other. 
Before however we proceed to this comparison in our case, we 

may notice an obvious difference of hand in the text. Sophocles 


is all written by one scribe, and Apollonius by the same writer, 


who has also written the first quire of Aeschylus: the rest of 
Aeschylus including the lost quires, is in a different hand, 1— 
126, and 190—264 are by one writer, whom I shall call the‘ first 
scribe,’ 127—189 by another, the ‘second scribe.’ These a 
are contemporary but very unlike, According to my impressior 
of them, the first hand is more regular and more delicate, ‘he 
letters have a regular not very great inclination to the right, are 
horizontal to the line with a tendency to run above it, and the 
contrast between thick and thin in the strokes gives.the letters a 
very calligraphic appearance, The second hand has an appearance 
of less care, it is flatter and blunter, the strokes thicker, and 
the words have a great tendency to fall below the line; the 
size of the hand also alters considerably, on f. 135 for instance 
it becomes very small, To pass to the scholia, this hand as 
compared with other semiuncial,is blunt and legible, without 
any pretensions to ornament, or very great regularity; the 
strokes are much of a thickness: it is far from having the 
prettiness of the semiuncial of the Arethas MSS. of a century 
earlier, or of much that may be seen in contemporary eccle- 
siastical MSS. This hand I call ‘the scholiast.. The question 
whether either of the text hands is the same as the scholiast, 
may be settled at once by inspecting specimens of semiuncial 
by either writer: such are for the first scribe, the title, argument 
and colophon of the Ajax ff. 1 r. and 16 v. the title and ae 
to the Electra f. 17 r., and the person-names in the margins 

colophon and ognaatonts at the end of the Oed. Tyr. f. 49 
These are in a semiuncial that is obviously not that of the 
scholiast; it is freer, and has the same delicate strokes and 
adornments as the first hand. For the second scribe, the 
person-names from 127 sq. in the margin are by his hand, 
though the scholiast has often supplied them where they were 
omitted ; 4tocca for instance on f. 127 r. is by the second hand, 


M 
and f. 134 v. at Ag. 281 kAyra of the second hand is crossed 
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out and 4rf written by the scholiast. These proofs will be 
added to afterwards, but of themselves they are sufficient to 
show that we have three hands at work in the book, two who 
write the text, a third who writes the scholia. There remains 
another point to be noticed: not only do the minuscule hands 
of the text give us occasionally semiuncials, but in the margin 
there are a good many specimens of minuscule. So on f. 1 r. 
against Ajax 50 is written qf «at dupacav, Ajax 57 of rapor, 
58 of éwrecwv, 60 af eis épwiv xaxny, f. 2 r. Ajax 115 of 
évvérets. This is a minuscule that is different from either of 
the two text hands; its characteristics are given by Mr Thompson 
pp. 10, 11 “we should distinguish the latter [sc. the minuscule 
of the scholiast] for greater freedom and flexibility. In the 
text, the letters which descend under the line, are as a rule 
short, and turn at the end; while the hand of the diorthotes is 
almost invariably stiff, lengthened and formal.” Is this hand 
then the work of a fourth scribe, or is it the scholiast writing in 
minuscule? Now the practice of other MSS. is that various 
readings as distinguished from comments, assimilate themselves 
to the hand of the text, and become minuscule if the text is 
written in minuscule. This practice may be studied, for 
example, in the Arethas-scholia. We are prepared therefore to 
find that these minuscule annotations, which as will be seen 
later are mostly textual in character, are the work of the 
scholiast. The palaeographical demonstration cannot be given 
better than in the words of Mr Thompson, p. 10: “just at first 
there is a certain difficulty in reconciling them [the minuscule 
and semiuncial hands], as, for his corrections and various 
readings the diorthotes usually employs minuscule characters, 
whilst the scholia are in the mixture of uncials and minuscules 
to which the name of half-uncial writing has been given. The 
hand of the scholia is seen to be delicate but rather stiff, with 
an inclination to lengthen the strokes of letters under the line, 
as #, p, p, and sometimes w and 7. Comparing it in these 
points with the minuscule writing of the diorthotes, the 
similarity of the two is evident.” To this internal proof an 
external argument may be added, The hypotheses etc. in the 
portion of Aeschylus that is written by the second hand, are as 
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will be seen later often supplied by the scholiast. The argu- 
ment to the Prometheus Vinctus f. 145 r, is a case in point; 
here we find both minuscule and semiuncial combined in one 
piece of writing; the body of the argument is in the small 
minuscule that we find in the margins, the dramatis personae 
are in the familiar semiuncial of the scholia. The conclusion is 
that the minuscule style of the scholiast is the minuscule that 
we find so often in the margin, and that accordingly the semi- 
uncial scholia and the minuscule annotations are the work of 
the same scribe. 

There are no ancient hands in the book that do not fall 
under one or other of these classes (the writing on the extreme 
margin will be dealt with later), and we may therefore consider 
the original book as the work of three scribes, two who wrote 
the text, and one who wrote the s¢holia and the other marginal 
notes. This is also the opinion of Signor Vitelli, quoted by 
Mr Thompson. 

A note may be added upon the abbreviations of the manu- 
script: in the text they are rare, in the scholia frequent, but 
very little remarkable. ‘The sign / still represents « and 
evwv as well as nv, but es is * although we do not find * for us. 
In the scholia,and the minuscule hypotheses by the first scribe, 
we find the signs for amo, cata, mapa and mpos, and the syllables 
ap, ep, wp, but the only at all rare symbol used seems to be 
that for ev, which in the combination evs may be seen on f, 831, 
in the word ayuAeus. M. Albert Martin finds the same sign 
in the scholia to the Ravenna Aristophanes (Les scolies du ms. 
d Aristophane, p. xviii), and besides the regular tachygraphical 
MSS. it is to be found in the Aristotle Ven. 201 (a. 955). Sig. 
Vitelli quotes an instance of éora: from the Aeschylus scholia 
(Museo italiano 1. p. 168): one of the most curious usages in 
the MS. is the formation of the syllable tes by 7 followed by 
the sign for ec, with two dots added above: this singular and 
seemingly superfluous combination may be seen in the Sophocles 
facsimile p. 96r. in the argument to the Oed, Col. yépovrtes, cf. 
also xa@aipovres 641. in the argument to the Antigone, 331. 
mpocayopevovtes and often. The same peculiarity occurs in the 
Ravenna Aristophanes, and in a MS. of Demosthenes, Ven. 418; 
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the scholia of the Venetian Iliad do not exhibit it. The 
unusual form of wapa that Prof. Vitelli cites from our MS. 
(1. c, p. 14, plate 1x. 7) is merely an expedient for ease in 
writing, whereby the curved top of the 7 in a hand of this 
sort is made to do duty for the curve that properly forms the 
lower part of the symbol. 

We may now investigate the share that these three scribes 
took in the composition of the book. It is to be understood 
that except where it is stated otherwise, the text is written by 
the first and second hands, the scholia by the third. 

Sophocles. 

The titles, colophons and arguments are written by the first 
scribe : in most places this is obvious, and the contrast with the 
more regular semiuncial of the scholiast is marked: the title 
to Ajax, f. 1 r. might seem doubtful, but its similarity to the 
scholia may be explained from the fact that the first scribe, 
like many writers of MSS. begins his task prudently, in a 
regular and small hand: confidence and the feeling that the 
material will not give out, soon relaxes this severity, and already 
the colophon codoxdeous alas pactiuyopdpos on f. 16 v. is 
written more freely. The names of persons are by the first 
scribe, often in minuscule; here and there a name, where it 
has been omitted, is added by the scholiast, e.g. arré on 43 r. 
and 63r. Independently of the hand, the fact that the person- 
names were written before the scholia is plain from 3 v. where 


the scholia are written partly round TEKMSA, and 33 v. where 


similarly the name ‘epedc mperBurns is encased in a paragraph 
of scholia. Variants introduced by 7 are frequent in the 
margin, in the minuscule of the scholiast; some instances of 
these have been already given: it is to be noticed that several 
variants written in the margin by the scholiast are not in 
minuscule but in semiuncial: some of these are accompanied 
by a short explanation or comment, and may therefore be 
considered as short scholia, e.g. 6r. of ov« éyovTos" TO &yKAnpa 


1 Instances of MSS. with this pecu- MS. Genoa 3 (Missione di s. Carlo, 


liarity, but not belonging to this clasa, a Psalter s. x1). 


are Paris gree 155 (a Catena), and 





170 THE JOURNAL OF PHILOLOGY. 


Tis puyis airav. xtr., 6 v. of ativeov vBpifwr mapa 70 
ounpov «tr, 10 v. of rowadra coe xTr., 11 v. of topor xh, 
109 v. of cpevoBaray «rd.; but there are other examples, eg. 
Or. of tréppeya, 18 1. f rowia apa, 32 r., 34 v., 35 1, 57 1 
bis, 58y., where the variant is undistinguishable from the 
ordinary variant in minuscule, and we must accordingly say that 
the scribe has used, either from inadvertence or indifference, one 
style instead of the other. It is to be noticed that these variants 
are variae lectiones proper, that 1s alternatives, and are not 
intended to take the place of what stands in the text: the sign 
of is to be read ypadera: rather than ypade or ypamrréov: ef. the 
expansion of it on f. 32 v. The margin however contains 
plenty of corrections properly so called; the first hand occa- 
sionally corrects his own writing. 34 r. he adds in the margin, 
huddled up, Oed, Tyr. 62; f. 477. after Oed. Tyr. 1299 he had 
written poo oft Suocdaiuove poipa, in error, which he expresses 
by prefixing a small hook or crescent (>), the proper mark of 
omission at this period; some hand, which it is hard to identify, 
has then dotted the line over, another usual expedient, and : 
lastly someone else has scored it out with a knife. Similar 

proceedings have taken place on f. 252 v. Apoll. Rhod. 1. 

950sq. More often however the omitted lines are added, and 

corrections in the text are made, by the scholiast: so f. 171, 





Electra 15 is added in minuscule by the scholiast with ort pre- 
fixed (a usual method in MSS. of denoting that matter written 
in the margin is an addition to the text and not comment, but 
not in the manner of our scholiast: compared with the same 


word ff. 23. 27 v. and 82v,, I incline to think ors on 17r, the 
addition of a later hand): f. 50 v. Antig. 68 and 69 having been 
omitted by the first scribe from a similarity of openings, are 
added by the scholiast, 68 in the margin, 69 in the text, the 
first scribe’s repicoa at the beginning of 70 being erased: f, 66 v. 
Trach. 177 is added to the text, being the last line on the page, 
by the scholiast. In these instances the scholiast has employed 
no sign, the position of his lines making it evident that they 
belonged to the text; on f. 70r. he adds Trach. 536 in the 
margin with the sign < at the end of it, to which another < 
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above line 537 corresponds: f.79 r. at the end of the Trachiniae, 
the eighth d@\ov 7paxdéovs is added in minuscule between the 
lines by the scholiast : f. 96 v. the lines at the bottom of the page, 
eimé—Trov 9 Ges En are in minuscule by the scholiast: f. 109 v. 
Oed. Col. 899 is added by the scholiast without a sign, f. 110 r. 
Oed. Col. 1105 is added in the margin by the scholiast, f. 112 r. 
Oed. Col. 1256, is added by the scholiast in the margin, with 
an erasure in the text between Saxpiow and traides, as if the 
first scribe had written part of the omitted line there: f, 115 r. 
Oed. Col. 1375 added in margin by scholiast without a sign, 
f. 117 v. the three lines efpes codoxders ev codois wéya KES 
etc. are written below the text by the scholiast. For corrections 


ie ‘abs 

in the text we may take 56r. xaxoio ib. etppoopéva, 56 v. 
“aT pel: 

mpocavont; the dots which are put at either end of these 


semiuncials serve apparently to distinguish them from glosses 


f. 32 r. a variant is itself corrected in the same way, f ynTr vet 
further, f, 64 r. Antig. 1327 +r’av is remade by the scholiast, f, 
111 v. Oed. Col. 1211 rod and ypnife: are added in the text by 
the scholiast: f. 117 r. Oed, Col. 1729 the erasure between Oémets 
and de mwas, and vad’ above the line are the work of the scholiast. 
Many more instances of all these cases will be found in the 
Hellenic Society's facsimile. 

There is still another series of marginal notes to be con- 
sidered; a number of words that occur on the extreme margin 
of the page, and in many cases have been almost cut away by the 
trimmer: so f, 4r. puripc...(Ajax 241), f. 57. ra mpayn (id. 347), 
f. 5 v....xkomweotaroy (ib, 381), ib....nua (ib. 390), f. Tr. yapior 
ya...tikt..(ib. 522), ib. ewnvecep...(ib. 536), f. 7 v. ...cxenrre 
(ib. 566), f. Sr, atde...(ib. 627), f.10 r. E...(ib. 786), £10 v....me... 
vys (ib. 820), ib,...ov...a (ib. 853), f. 11 v. ...ctpa...0 (ib, 914), 
f. 13 v.... dwva cor (ib. 1089), ib. ...yvos GAXwy (ib. 1105), f. 14r, 
kaxog «a... (ib. 1177). f. 15 rv. éywexXNeqpev...trd pndev Sv... 
(Ajax 1274, 1275). The hand, which is always minuscule, is 
I think the same as that of the scholiast; it is less formal and 
regular than his minuscule when he is correcting the text or 
adding variants, but on prolonged comparison it will be seen to 
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scribe, but they are often omitted, anc 


1 I quote the lines according to fem 
Wecklein’s edition, Berlin 1885. 


2 The Palaeographical Society's 
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them: f.134r.in the instance already quoted, Agam. 293 EMEA 
that the second scribe had written, is crossed out and érf 
written by the scholiast: f. 129 r. at the top of this page the 
first four ruled lines are left blank; in the margins the schol. 
writes od Xelmec: ib, Pers, 922 cocwov 7 avdpav added in 
marg. by the scholiast, while after 921 in the text there is a 
short line erased: 130 r. Pers. 991 af tvyyapoe in the marg. by 
the schol, in minuscule, ib. Pers. 1005 the scholiast in semi- 
uncial qf Kai axpotar €€od éotae «TX. f. 130 v. Pers. 1011 
memrjyped otar 8 aidvos tuyac added in minuscule by the 
scholiast, to which itself a variant of da/poves riya is added 
in semiuncial: ib. Pers. 1047, ydpw is added by the scholiast in 
the margin: f. 131 r. the colophon of the Persae and the title to 
the Agamemnon are by the second scribe; f. 138 vy. Agam. 112— 
114 Evudpovov to aiay are written in the text with no sign of 
erasure, by the scholiast: there must therefore have been a 
blank, and we see why above, f. 129 v., ov eles is written by 
the scholiast where there is no omission: f. 134 r. Ag. 263 after 
To péXXov, the scholiast adds ro 5€ wpoxdvew in the text: 
f. 195 v. Ag. 1120 rec in dasdpvver is added in the text by the 
scholiast: ib. Ag. 1115 & (i.e. Kacavdpa) is added in the margin 


by the scholiast: f. 140 r. Choeph. 382 drnv, the alpha being 
written by the scholiast in the same fashion as the corrections 
in Sophocles: f. 140 vy. Choeph. 460 xpaiver’ evdixws in the 
marg. by the scholiast, who also makes an erasure in the text: 
f. 141 v. Choeph. 521 in the text mapecyap, the ex, and later 
7 in Tov- are the work of the scholiast, in the margin is 9f 
mrapio by the second scribe, a very unusual occurrence: f. 142 v. 
Choeph. 625 ém dvépi tevyerpopas schol. in marg.: f 143 v. 
Choeph. 708—710 zrpoegopa added by scholiast in the margin, 
with at the end the mark < to which < before aiv® answers ; 
the cause of the omission is evidently homoeoteleuton: f. 145 r, 
Choeph. 851 ev OvyncKovros by the schol. in the margin, and 
also written into the text by the scholiast: f. 145 r. the colophon 
to the Choephoroe is by the second scribe, but the argument ete. 
to the Prometheus is by the scholiast: f. 147 v. Prom. 9 at the 
Journal of Philology. vou. xx11. 15 
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page + Tédos debwkas ypiote coi yapw dépw: Ff. 188 v. and 
189 r, the Bios aicyvdou which covers these two pages, is by the 
scholiast, in a larger and rounder minuscule than what he uses 
on the margin of the text: it is proportioned to the greater 
space and the fact that the scribe is now writing the substantive 
text and no longer subordinate matter. In this respect it 
resembles the scholiast’s minuscule on two pages of Apollonius 
(256, 260). This selection of additions and corrections may be 
sufficient to shew the part taken by the third hand in the 
writing of Aeschylus: I have made the list shorter because of 
the exact manner in which every case is recorded by Prof. 
Vitelli in Wecklein’s edition of Aeschylus (Berlin 1885). 

Next to be considered are the annotations on the extreme 
margin of Aeschylus. We do not find single words as in the 
Sophocles, but, apparently as an equivalent, the contraction 2°, 
for rev, against particular verses: e.g. f. 140 v. against Choeph. 
437, 439, 441, f 141 r. against Choeph, 472, f. 141 v. Choeph. 
519, 521, 530, 542, f. 170 r. S. ec. Th. 88 where the word édede- 


pas is corrected by the schcliast into éXedewas. Either, as in 
these cases, the sign 2° is written simply, or the word in ques- 
tion to which it is directed is added, as f, 1381 r, Agam. 3 27 


aes or the 2* is an introduction to a comment, e.g. f. 162 v. 
Eumen, 331 27 oizat dpovodarja, f. 182 v. Suppl. 435 2° omac 
pnritNaine trav ixériv: or we have a comment in the same 
style but without 7", e.g. f. 1383 v. Agam. 124 ofpav ed vixdro, 
f. 140 r. Choeph. 408 oiwar was ris tpaot Tay" @& Zed, f. 140 v. 
Agam. 434 ofwa: tatpos 8 atiwwoo’ ap atioe, f. 142 r. Choeph, 
588 oiwar mwédovpor fy" 4 TO onpaivopevov petéwpor, f. 161 Vv. 
Eumen, 204 ovtws s, not 27] oiwac déxrwp, f. 181 r. Suppl. 
254 otwat 7 Eppod paBdor, f. 187 r. Suppl. 950 tows y adros x’ 


ot Evvep. These longer passages at once serve to identify the 
hand that writes them, and to explain the single words in the 
margin of Sophocles: they plainly belong to the same series of 
annotation, and the same purpose seems to be served by the 
fmret in Aeschylus as by the particular word in Sophocles: 
they call attention to something that the writer found a diffi- 
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minuscule by the schol. in marg., aud before the scholia, which 
are written round it. f. 203 r,1, 1041 8’ after e@odpciy added in 
text by the scholiast. f. 204 v. 1. 1155 omitted in the text, is 
added by the scholiast in minuscule in the margin, f. 207 r. 1. 
1333 jxev, suprascr. schol. qf ever. f. 209 r, 1. 110 on the 
margin and partly cut off, in a minuscule hand which seems 
none of the three already known, wmpeidns S auv«...Bing vt... 
mos oma...f, 215 v. 1. 624 raira is added by the first scribe 
above the line. f, 220 v. 11. 1018 added by the scholiast in the 
margin with the sign <. f 237 v. m1. 1047 avdpwy is added 
above the line by the first scribe. f, 237 v. 111. 1110 ovea corr. 

















by first scribe into daca. f. 243 v. Iv, 137 odioti corr. by first 
scribe. These examples taken from many, may give an idea of 
the shares taken by the first scribe and the scholiast in pre- 
senting the author. We have now to see the scholiast as a 
corrector on a larger scale: f. 236 vy. 111. 921 is followed in the 
text by 962: after 921 the scholiast puts the sign and in 


semiuncial the remark kn TO Neltrov dvw Strov TO anuetov; the 
onpetov, ‘%, recurs on the top margin, and is followed by the 
lines 922—961, written by the scholiast in minuscule; at 
the end is the sign & which refers the reader to another «& 
which stands in the text before 962. The next correction is of 
larger extent: f. 250 v. after 1v. 691 there follow in the text 
lines 722—752, after which stand 692—721, and then the re- 
mainder in order: this is all the work of the first scribe, which 
the scholiast sets in order thus. At v. 691 there is an asterisk, 
*%, and two explanatory notes, one in the left margin, partly cut 
off, as follows!: Se7 yuwwoxery Ste mpos Tepiccotépay SHAwWoW 
THY éxagtou odad[ulatos sivayrww [é|Ew mporeOnxapev, @oTe 
pa[s)iav mrovetoOan [7]qv rovT@y ovvélr|evay Kal pr [d]pas Kara 
Tod ypa| pews trovetc Pax: this like the other explanatory notes 
is in semiuncial, In the right margin there is a longer note, 
Kata AHOnvy cuvéBn ypadivar otras. Set oby amd tod Tédous 
ToUTov Tov otiyou tynteiv ev Ta éuTrpocbev KataBaTa@ Tv dKo- 
Aovbiav, Gov TO cypetov' Hdé Tod EnTovpévou aTixyou apyy 
eotw ovtws* iLavyov 7 Te dikn’ cuvartew ody dei oTas, TA O 
1 These notes are printed in Merkel’s Apollonius, p. 241 sq. 
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lines have any meaning, they seem intended to support the 
prayer xal 7) apas Kara Tod ypadpews troveic Oat. 

In the same quaternion as this correction, on f. 252 v. we 
find line 849 followed by 1. 950, and the passage continuing so 
that the next page (the actual f. 254 r.) began with 974, that is 
to say exactly one hundred lines were omitted. To remedy 
this, an extra leaf or half-sheet is inserted between the seventh 
and eighth: viz. f. 258, the flap of which is visible between ff. 
246 and 247; the writing on this leaf, text and scholia, is all in 
the hand of the scholiast: further, on £ 252 the lines 950— 
973, which had been mistakenly added, are cancelled, first by a 
lunette or semicircle being prefixed to each line (9), next a 
hand, apparently later, has scored lines cross-wise across the 
passage. Further, on the top of f. 254 r., immediately above the 
text, two lines, 972 and 973, are added, that is to say, the first 
scribe having omitted a hundred lines, the scholiast, finding 
them too many to write in the margin, inserted one entire leaf 
on which to write them: at the same time he marked out the 
twenty-four lines that were out of place on f. 252 v. and had 
therefore 124 lines to insert. Of these he wrote 54 on the recto 
of f. 253, 68 on the verso, writing close and in double columns 
towards the bottom: but even so, two lines remained, which he 
added above the text of f. 254 r. 

In the next gather, on f. 255 v. after 1. 1097 comes 1123 to 
1147, after which is 1098 and the page continues to 1113: the 
scholiast has cancelled the lines 1123—1147 with double marks 
of omission (29, the outer set of which seem to me in a 
different hand), then he has cut away f. 256 altogether and 
inserted a new leaf, the actual f. 256, which is gummed to 
f. 261; f. 257, in the first hand, begins with 1174, so that fewer 
lines than usual were necessary to fill up the gap. Accordingly 
in the recto of 256 we have 32 lines and on the verso 28, while 
the average of the lines in Apollonius is 42. To account for 
one page containing so few lines that the next page begins with 
1174, we must suppose some confusion or repetition in the 
original f. 256, which is unknown to us. Again, f. 260, the 
sixth leaf is inserted and written by the scholiast: here there 
is no disturbance in the pages that precede or follow, but 
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contain them, and it is judged better to insert a new leaf which 
closely written will contain the omitted lines: in other places 
the leaves on which mistakes have happened are cut out and 
written anew. The most interesting point however in the 
third hand’s correction is the apology that on f. 250 v. he makes 
for the blunders of the first writer. It is of the utmost rarity, 
in a MS, of a good age, for a scribe to break his impersonality 
and speak in his own person: and I know no instance of one 
scribe referring to another of his companions. In our case, the 
third scribe apologises for his subordinate: de? tadTa oxorreiv 
axpiBes he says of his system of signs, pndév Ta ypadel 
peudouevov; and the reason he gives for such pardon is 
interesting, “because he found it so and did not attend to the 
mistake.” In the study of MSS. we are so entirely reduced 
to inference, that an explicit statement of this kind is of great 
value. Also one sees that according to the standard of an 
eleventh-century scribe, verses added in the margin, pages cut 
out, lines erased or struck out, needed no excuse: it was only 
when the text as presented to the reader, was not of itself 
continuous, that he felt it necessary to explain, and to depre- 
cate complaint. Late scribes, e.g. of the xvith century, lament 
freely the laceration or the unintelligibility of their archetypes : 
but a scribe of a good age is usually silent. 

A certain number of the scholia to Apollonius were in the 
process of copying written on the wrong page: the scholiast 
warns the reader of the fact in the followmg way, F. 196 r. 
the note on line 1, 498, which is the first line on f. 196 v., is on 
the recto of the leaf: accordingly in the margin we find tov 
éxeifev kataBarov oyoXvor, “the scholion belongs to the page 
over there”: f. 206 r.the scholion on 1. 1280 which should be on 
the verso is on the recto of this leaf; in the margin we have, 
axediov Tou éxciBer cedidos. F. 244 vy. the scholion on Iv. 247 
should come on f. 245 r., it is on the verso of 244. The margin 
has the note ravta tad cyoda Tov éTépov eial KataParov. 


On f. 245 r. at the bottom we have tn Ta NOWTa TYOMLA TOVTOU 
Tov kataBatou otpévras TO dUANOV. KataSarov is late Greek 
for ‘page’; according to Stephanus the earliest authority for it 
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is Herodian, Epimerismi (ed. Boissonade, London 1819) p. 2 dpa 
Kal év Tois weTwTriats TOY KaTaBarev, and the word is recognised 
by Hesychius and Suidas. The more usual word in classical 
Greek is ceA/s, which is used as an equivalent of kataBaror on 
f. 206 r. Another mediaeval word for ‘page’ or ‘side’ is dys"; 
eg. in the xth century MS. of Clement Alex., Tatian and 
Athenagoras, at Modena, Estense 126, where a manrusopiphilien 
been made up by writing a first part to fit a mutilated book 
already existing, at the end of the new part, which had over- 
lapped the old by a page, the scribe writes mre: a@nvaryopou 
mpecBelav Tepi xpiotiavav év TH B des tov pPvAAOV Tob 
éyouevou tetpadiov; accordingly we find that the first page of 
the original book is crossed out, and the treatise of Athenagoras 
begins on the verso of the first leaf. 

We are now able to reconstruct the process of the writing 
of the book. A single scribe had the direction of it: he 
numbered the quires, perhaps ruled the leaves, and gave them 
out to be written: the writing was done by two other men, 
apparently younger than the director, of whom the first wrote 
the whole of Sophocles and Apollonius, while at the second 
quire of Aeschylus a second scribe was taken on who completed 
the author. The duty of these men was to copy the text of 
their author, with all that immediately appertained to it, the 
titles and colophon of the play, the names prefixed to the parts 
of the characters, the arguments introductory to the plays. 
The first scribe fulfilled this duty accurately, the second, for 
reasons that are not obvious, in places contented himself wit! 
the bare text, and we find therefore many of these appendage* 
in the case of Aeschylus in the hand of the director. The tvs? 
subordinates very seldom correct their own mistakes ; and the= 
take no further part in the making of the book. The direct" 
or as we may call him, the diorthotes, received the sheets == 
written, and his first care was to compare the text with (=== 
archetype, and to add lines or passages of the text that ha== 
been left out by the two scribes. Where necessary, he ho= 
recourse to strong remedies, and cut away and added page= 


1 Another word is dpacis, cf. the notes from Barocci 69 just quoted, 
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He also found it necessary to introduce a new system of 
marking the quires in Aeschylus, to repair an inexplicable 
error of his own. He then proceeded to write, in the prepared 
spaces, the scholia that he found in the margin of his archetype, 
using a different character to distinguish the comments from 
the texts of the authors, but writing various readings in the 
ordinary minuscule. Finally, he appears to have read the 
book through in a more critical spirit, more as a reader than a 
scribe, and to have put down on the margin where it was free 
and in small character, either words which he doubted and 
for which he had no explanation, or in other cases a sign to 
attract the reader’s attention to such words: or occasionally he 
ventured on a note, an expression of opinion as we should say, 
a conjecture of his own. This completed the book, it needed 
only to be made up and bound. At some period, probably 
later than the original binding, the leaves of the book were 
re-trimmed, and many of the diorthotes’ queries were cut away. 
The scholia were spared, and in one place f. 199 v., where they 
spread nearer to the bottom of the page than usual, the last 
quarter of an inch of scholia is turned up into a fold. In the 
course of time, at a period which nothing in the book itself 
enables us to fix, the quires of Aeschylus became unsewn, and 
one whole one, and three quarters of the next were lost. 


T. W. ALLEN. 
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picem plenis et sulforem ignis. 34 35 de celum. 39 10 de 
mundum, 36 10 pendens in crucem. 36 30 uermes qui sub 
nos sunt. 41 32 habuit in semetipsum. As we have 22 26 
cum omnes sanctos suos, 1 retain the acc. 85 22 cum dilectissi- 
mum Paulum; and |. 28 arborem a uentum comotam. The 
acc, even takes the place of nom. 20 28 nondum completum est 
annum. Compare Petron. 58 uidebo te in publicum. 

P. 11 1. 12 fundamenta domus dissolueret. 15 coegit eum 
ut dissolueret fundamentum. Not a very common use of 
dissoluo. 

P. 111.17 gallicole eius in quibus ambulabat docens uer- 
bum domini. gallicula cited hitherto from Jerome and from 
a glossary. Add Rufin. Ioseph. ant. Iv 8, martyr. Perpet. 
3 2 bis. p. 76 3 and 17 Robinson. Quicherat add. lexx. lat. 
Greg. Magn. dial, 1 2 (uar. lect.). 

P. 111.19 secundum eo quod. I find sic,,.secundum quod 
in Cypr. 713 16 Hartel. secundwm quod...secwndum hoc (= 
«ao... kata TodTo) in Iren. 112824. 291. Iv 366f. 381. 
secundum quod without verb in Tert. adu. Marc. m1 6 f. 
Benoist and Goelzer in their new dict. Lat. Fr. have other 
exx. eo guod is common; but a combination of the two 
(instead of secundwm id quod) is new to me. 

P. 12 |. 4 (of mankind) imperat autem omni facture, et 
plus quam omnis natura peccat. 22 33 uidi creaturam loci 
illius et omnem facturam dei. Cf. Rinsch Itala u. Vulgata 
329. Paucker spicilegium 271. Aug. serm. 34 1. 141 1. 
Clem. recogn, 111 11. 8 ter. v 16f. 22 bis. vim 20 bis. 
34f. 58f. Ivren.1241. 1 263f. 303 9ter. 343. 351 
Iv 381. vill. 122. 36 3. Mar. Victorin. adu. Arium 
1 45. Hier. ep. 98 14. id. Didym. sp. s. 11. id. in ep. ad 
Eph. 1 1 (Ven. 1769 vir 548”) uolens itaque Paulus ostendere 
quod Deus uniuersa sit machinatus ex nihilo, non conditionem’, 
non creaturam atque facturam, sed xataBorajv, 1d est. initiwm 
fundamenti ad eum rettulit. m 4 (ib. 626°) creatio quippe 
apud nos generatio uel natiuitas dicitur: apud Graecos uero 
sub nomine creationis uerbum /factwrae et conditionis accipitur. 

1 This conditio (condo) is not to be confounded with the classical condicio 
(condico). 
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ps. 93 23. Oros.1 2 106. vi 207. vwi416. 25 13. 
414, Bedah.e.16f. m11. Eddius uita Wilfr. 48. Baron. 
A. D. 601 13. Migne ti 739%. Ennod. ep. vi 38 f. Leo ep. 
108 (83) c. 2 (1 1012" Migne). 

P. 13 |. 34 indeficienter. Add to lexx. Hil. in ps. 118 
1.132. Fulgent. c. Fastidios. 14. c. Fab. fr. 6 cet. Bonif. p. 223 
Jaffé. [Aug.] serm. 2 ad catech. 13. [Hil.] anon. in Iob 1 
p. 23. Rénsch 153, 

P. 141.12 conlugemus. <A rare word. I have recorded no 
other example except the one to be seen in lexx. 

P. 14 |. 16 (ef. 17 4) adiutorium. Freund’s effrontery in 
ealling this word, which exists in medical and theological 
writings in hundreds of examples, ‘rare’, is only equalled by 
the submissive ignorance of Riddle-White and Lewis-Short 
who still repeat the fable. Take a few exx. Pollio in Suet, 
er. 10 p. 108 Reiff. VM. 1 7 E 1 cet. Sen. ben. 11 23 3. 
v1 352. iral5 2. ep. 52 3. 87 25,31. Tert. adu. Marc. 1 
8am 14 p.m. 11 pr. quae in -um masculo,,.fuerat 
designata. Saluian. eccl. 11 13. Cassian. inst. xm 141. 17 
1 bis. 18 pr. coll. mr 1234 163. 22 3. xxr 33 1. 
(Petschenig is so well aware that the word is no rarity, that 
he gives it no place in his index.) 1t would be easy to collect 
examples from fifty writers, and fifty examples from some 
single writers. From Theodore Priscian alone I glean 124 
references, Why should men who take money from a con- 
fiding public for teaching Latin proclaim on the house tops 
that they have never opened the elder Seneca, Frontinus, 
Apuleius, any father or medical writer? It is the fashion to 
display ignorance of the Bible; can we conceive Rob. Stephens, 
or Faber, or Gesner, or Scheller, or Forcellini, calling a word 
*rare’ which occurs 39 times in the concordance to the Vulgate? 
Rénsch gives it no place in his book, though he finds room for 
many words not marked as ‘rare’ by Messrs Freund, Riddle, 
White, Lewis, Short’. Half an hour with Augustine will enable 


1 Bonnet, Le Latin de Grégoire de in Gregory, pointing out that adiu- 
Tours 465, only thinks it worth while mentum, as obsolete, is in Placidus 
to record three examples out of many explained by adiutorium, 
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P. 17 L. 14 uiui 
than the verb. ae ae iowever Cypr. d 
19 Hartel), Ambr. hexaéim, ¥ | Ph is. 
de spir. s. potentia (Migne Li 83 

P. 184. S hora and. dea tie a 

ibid. minabatur. Fr. mener. I 





Itala u. Vulgata 236 and Mig a . 23 : 
Iv 293 f. Sen. contr. eet pa 
aratra ipsa minantes pecora sua cir 
M. dial. 1 2 (157°). Bonif, p. 280 p. 
827°. leges Burgund. (von Salis) 031 

P. 18 1. 7 comminati sunt ipsius. — 
construction. 

P. 18 1, 12 ait ad illam, 27 10 ad alteru 
after aio. Apul. met. v 18 f. sical ‘ilas ait 
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120 pr. m7l pr. 47 pr. 69 pr. vil. 4 pr. 6 pr vu 
Sbis. 1xXlpr. 33. 34 x16f 59 pr. 64 So after inguit 
Dosith. 38; after donatwm Bonif. p. 260 f. Jaffé. On the use 
of ad after mando, do, cet. see Stiinkel im Jahrbb. f£ Philol. 
1876. Suppl. 641—4. Thielmann iiber Sprache u. Kritik 
des Apolloniusrom. (Speier 1881) 37. Ronsch in roman. For- 
schungen I (1883) 286—7. ad after dico Tert. adu. Mare. Iv 
22 f. de carne Chr. 16 f. Lucifer (ed. Hartel) p. 61 1 4 17. 
72 3. Clem. recogn. 11 5 pr. 39 ter. I 32 pr.. Iv 23. vi 
ll. vir 4 98. x 15 pr. 54 pr. Bonnet Le Latin de 
Grégoire de Tours (Paris 1890) 583. With loquor we find ad | 
in Verg. and Ov. Language becomes less synthetic; the force 
of terminations is forgotten, and prepositions or auxiliary forms 
make good the loss. 

P. 18 |, 25 susurracio. 
x 20. See Georges. 

ibid. obuiauerunt eam. I have a good many exx. of the 
verb, but not in this construction. 

P. 18 |. 28 peculiaria nostra. See im Archiv f. lat. Lexik. 
II 38 39 peculiare as subst. 

P. 18 1. 32 (23 3) miliorum. I have no record of this form. 

P. 19 1. 11 facta est uox dei ad eam, Gell. mr 23 20 seruus 
...bas apud Menandrum uoces facit. In the vulgate we have 
Ffactum est uerbum Domini ad me. 

P. 19 1. 17—19 quicunque enim fecerit misericordiam eius 
ipse miserebitur, et quicunque non misertus fuerit, neque ei 
miserebitur deus. 29 13 14 dicentes: Miserere nobis, domine; 
et nemo misertus est eis. cf. 32 24. 34 33. 35 1. 25—27 
(e.g. miserere plasmae tuae, miserere fillis ominum, miserere 
imagini tue). 36 4. But 30 12° orfanos non est misertus, 
33 16 orfanos non sunt miserti. For dat. see Cypr. 292 2 
Hartel. Lact. m. p. 23 8. Hermae Pastor (ed. Hilgenfeld, 


189 


Add to lexx. Cassian. inst. vit 9 3. 


1 As in both these passages orfanos 
is preceded in the ms. by widuae et, it 
is doubtful whether we should read in 
both places the dat. or the acc., or 
retain the two cases. See for dat, 
Riinsch 313—4, Arch. f. lat. Lexik. 


Journal of Philology. 


VOL. XXIT. 


vir 175. Paucker in Zeitschr, f. oest. 
Gymn, 1881, 494. 1887, 96. In the 
sense of ‘giving alms’ Koffmane 
Gesch. d. Kirchenlateins 1 (Breslau 
1879) 31. 
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fallen out. butrio is botryo. Several forms, but not this, may 
be seen in Georges. 

P. 23 1. 7 fluenter prestat dona. Here fluenter evidently 
= affluenter (for which add to lexx. Iren.v 8 1. Greg. Tur. 
glor, mart. 1 11 col. 734° ed. Ben. Ioseph. ant. tv 6 p. 105 pr. 
ed. Bas. 1524, aftluentissime Aug. serm. 216 c. 4). 

P. 23 1. 24 aque candide ualde desuper lac. Rénsch (Itala 
u. Vulgata 398) cites instances of deswper as a prep. Here it 
is used like super. 36 22 melius super; 41 33 plus super. 
So Iren. v 5 2 fortior super. Tert. adu. Mare. Iv 20 pr. 
uastiori super. I 24 f. optimo super. CIL v 7780 super omnes 
felicissimo. 

P. 23 1. 25 aceriosus lacus = Acherusius ef. 1. 32. 24 1. 

P. 241. 7 pirgi. Elsewhere the rare pyrgus is a dice-box ; 
here a ‘tower’. 

P. 24 |, 21 22 esurierunt ab his. Waolfflin in Archiv f. lat. 
Lexik. 1 411—2 has examples of eswrio with acc. and with gen., 
also of the perf., though Freund and his followers say ‘no perf.’ 

P. 24 1. 29 arbores ille...umiliantes semetipsos. 25 7 
arbores humiliant se et iterum eriguntur. I have many exx, 
of hwmilio (see Biinemann on Lact. Iv 18 22); in Greg. Tur. 
four exx. of humiliates capillis occur (Hannover 1883, index 
p. 949 col. 1 1. 31); otherwise the literal sense is rare, 

P. 24 |, 33 studenter, A new word. ef. cognoscenter, 
nolenter in Ronsch 151; desideranter in Chrysol. serm. 165. 
Ioseph. ant. (1524) 27 a. m. 

P. 24 1. 35 36 nichilum facientes proximis. I thought of 
proavmos ‘making no account of their neighbours’, as in 31 7 
§ nihil facientes dominum et angelos eius; but 25 1 2 shews 
that the dat. is right: si quid faciebant aliquid proximo 
modicum, inflati erant. 

P. 24 1. 36 amichabiliter. Add to lexx. ([Cassiod.] de 
amicit. 3, schol. Vindob. in Hor. a. p. 411. [Hier.] ep. ad 
amic. aegr.1 4, Bonif. 269 Jaffé. Ronsch cites Nennius 46, 

P. 25 |. 16 17 ingrediencium in ac ciuitate. See n. on 21 1, 

P. 26 1. 1 qui seruiunt castitatem. Read seruo, not seruio, 
as Syr. has ‘whoever has kept his virgin and the purity of his 
soul.’ 

14—2 





VISIO PAULL. 193 


P. 30 L. 36 usuras usurarum. Tustin. cod. tv 32 28 bis. 

P. 31 1. 20 mouechi. ef. fleueo (35 21. 39 18). 

P. 31 1 21 mechati sunt, but 32 mechauerunt. ef. 29 3 
fornicant. 

P. 31 1. 33 in locum glacie et nive. Probably plenum or 
rigentem, or some other acc., has fallen out. 

P. 32 L 1 super canela aque. See Ducange ‘ canela’, ‘ca- 
nellus’, which, rather than ‘canalis’, gave rise to our ‘channel’, 
‘kennel’, 

P. 32 1. 36 nefanda ora} genitoribus nostris. On p. 186 
Mr James says: “This should be Vindica nos a g.n.” True, 
the Gr. has: éxSixnoov ids éx TOY unTépwv udr, but, as I 
shewed in this Journal (xxt 285—6), defensio = éxdi«nocs. 
Read therefore: defende nos a g. n. 

P. 33 1, 2 dederunt nos ...in conculecationem porcis, For 
conc. see Aug. in ps. 55 4. Ambr. in Luc. 10 28, Hier. in 
Matt. 4 6. in Is, vit (23 4 seq.). Rufin. in Iesu Naue 21 1. 
Rénsch 70. _ 

P, 33 1. 26 uocati estis nomen domini, I have no instance 
of this ace. 

P. 33 1. 31 dimisit unumquemque in propria uoluntate 
eligere bonum et malum. Aug. serm. 232 2 m. uideamus si 
dimisit eos errare. Hier. ep. 82 9 f£ si boni <sumus>, dimit- 
tant quiescere, Rinsch 359 360. 

P. 34 1. 2 dilectissimus dei Paulus. cf. 36 36. 37 33. 38 
23 36. 4117. 36 15 Paulum delectissimum meum. 38 26 
lacob dilectissimus meus. 

P. 35 L. 9 uiuit dominus, ‘as the Lord liveth’, an oath 
common in the books from Judges to 2 Kings’ and in Jeremiah 
and Ezekiel. 

P. 35 1.18 agonizabo. Pelag. in Aug. de gestis Pelagii 54 f. 
Rénsch 247 248. Ducange. Mansi concil. vim 157 f. Chrysol. 
serm. 119 (Migne Lit 526") agonizandum, Aldhelm laud. uirg. 
36 (Migne Lxxxix 136°). Hilduin. uit. Dionys. 15 (Migne 
CVI 21”) agonizantem. 

P. 35 |. 21 contempte. Correct| Lewis-Short: ‘only in 


1 In chron, it occurs once (11 14 13), 
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euagatus cuncta quae retro nos sunt in speculo uideri facit. 

P. 381,18 33, 3728. 4027. 4112 36a longe. Cassian. 
coll, 1162. Rénsch 231. so cod. 8 in hist. Apollon. Tyr. 37 pr. 
(al. de longe, which occurs Veg. mil. 11 18 p. 102 26 Lang and 
Toseph. ant. 1 27 p. 30 p. m., ed. 1524). 

P, 38 |. 28 abrenunciacione. Mr James gives this word no 
place in his index. It is unknown to Ducange, Riddle-White 
and Lewis-Short ; Georges and Benoist-Goelzer confine them- 
selves to a general ‘eccl,’ With its kindred it will furnish 
a most interesting article to the compiler of what is greatly 
needed, a critical lexicon of liturgical Latin. I could fill pages 
with bare references, so rich is the crop, but content myself 
with what I find under this one word in my margins. See 
Archiv f, lat. Lexik. v 123. Aug. c. sec. resp. Iulian. 1 224 
Cassian. inst. Iv (34 tit.) 33 f. 34 pr.43, vul22f. xm 32 2. 
coll. 11 3 2. 6 (on the three kinds of abrenuntiatio) 14 ter. 71 
7 bisll. 104 ter 5. Iv 214. xxiv21. Bonif. 188 pr. Jaffe. 
The verb occurs thrice in the Visio Pauli. 145. 2433. 33 14. 
See Ducange, whose editors cite an excellent note by Rittershaus 
on Saluian (gub. vi 32), p. 208, which first directed my atten- 
tion to this matter some thirty years ago. Bingham also in 
his account of baptism cites many authorities Greek (azro- 
Tacoonwar cet.) and Latin. See Aug. serm. 268 (v app. 441°). 
peccat. merit. I 34 (x 35°). Migne Lu 701°. 874, Archiv f. 
lat. Lex. v 723—4. acta mart. Scillit. p. 507 Aubé. Lue. 9 61 
cod. Bezae. Cass. coll. 16 tit. 1264 tm 79 10. tv 201. 
v¥83. 182. 22. xvi61. Inst. 1v 27 1 pr. 

P. 391.5 in nullo=nullain re. Tert. adu. Mare. v 7. f1 
12 pr. in nullo conuenire. apol.6 pr. deidol.11m. decor. 10. 
Cypr. 466 11 in nullo auocentur (cf. 1. 8 in nulla re auoca- 
rentur). 607 3. 760 20. Hil. trin. 1 5 f. [Aug.] ad fratr. 
erem. serm. 2. Petschenig has 9 exx. in his ind. to Cassian. 
Saluian. gub. v 30 f. vi 37. eccl. Iv 41. Iren, 1 26 3, 
82 3. 33 1. Iv 35 2. Clem. recogn. x 15. Iloseph. ant. 
(Basil. 1524) 9 p. 50a. m. 13 p. 56 ter. 11 p. 63 a. m. 
Ev 4pr.p.96. 5p.99m. 100. m. bis. 6 p.104f. On nulo= 
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nulla re see Nipperdey on Tac. an. 11 15. Obbar on Hor. ep. 
117 22. 

P. 39 1 22 labores quos pertuli propter filios Israel ad 
nihilum disputati <sunt>. Possibly dissupati, as sheep dis- 
persed precedes, The text may mean ‘my toils have been 
cavilled at and made nothing of’; but the phrase is rather un- 
natural, 

P. 40 1. 16 adproprians salutauit me. So also in ind, But 
we want ‘approaching ' (appropians), not ‘appropriating.’ See 
my glossary to Bede. The word appears in Riddle-White, but 
not in Lewis-Short. Ronsch 181. Luke 19 14 and 29 Ambr, 
(Ceriani monum. sacra et profana I 1861), serm., antiq. reliq. 
245 Mai. Archiv f. lat. Lexik. 1 357—8. Lucifer 240 18 
Hartel. Rufin. h. e. vu 3 p. 467. 

P. 40 1. 32 non recedit alter ab alio. Tert. ad Scap. 2 alii... 
alterius, Cassian. coll. Iv 20 3 alia...altera. Migne Lu 742° 
alter caeditur et alius confitetur. 

P. 41 1. 1 ex ichore plagae. The ms. has: ego autem sum 
Tob qui multum laboraui -XxxX- annorum tempus exi cuo ; plaga. 
It is possible that an epithet to plaga is to be sought; ichore 
certainly will not stand; ictu or ulcere would be better, though 
not the right word. 

P. 41 | 16 salutauimus uos alterutrum. Correct the mis 
print by reading nos. 

P, 41 1. 19 centum annos feci. 28 32 dies aliquos facientes 
in orationibus. Gronov. on Sen. ep. 66 § 4, p. 231. Commo. 
apol. 566. Clem. recogn, 11 67 pr. CIL v 6261. vu 3160. 
9638. 1x 659. Ronsch 366. 

P. 41 1. 21 continentiam studui. inscr. in the museum at 
Lyon, Edm. Le Blant, inser. chrét. de la Gaule 1 (Par. 1856, 400) 
41 (epitaph of the trader Agapus): fuit iste stacio miseris 
portus eginis...loca sanctorum adsedue et elemosinam et orac®©- 
nem studuit, The acc. is cited also from Plaut. mil. 1437 has 1-2" 
Titinius psaltria in Prise. p. 629 P. (ver. 85 Ribb.) Ferentinaz& 
populus res graecas stucdet. 


P. 41 1. 23 neque insordidate sunt uestes meae, A wo 
added to lexx. in 1893 by Benoist-Goelzer. I had many yea 


a 


| ali 
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ago cited the same passage (expos. totius mundi in Riese’s geogr. 
lat. min. 105 28). 

P, 41 ]. 26 subsanabantur uerba mea. Georges has antici- 
pated some of my exx. but not Hier. ep. 666. adu. Iouin. I 34. 
adu. Vigilant. 13. in Osee 11 (7 14 seq. vi 79°, Ven. 1768). 
Hil. in ps. 41 11. Aug. in ps. 79 11. serm.1llc1m. 280c. 
2 pr. de anima 118f. Aldhelm de laud. uirgin. 51 (Migne 
LXXXIx 151°). Réonsch 199. 


JOHN E. B. MAYOR. 


BENTLEY’S NOTES ON THE ODYSSEY. 
(Continued from p. 42.) 


é. 


THE first 42 lines, being the “second council” of the gods 
are much marked in the margin. After 43 a line is drawn 
across the page and “‘Eppeias 8” is substituted for adtix 
éretO’. Bentley then considered the second council to be an 
addition to the poem, supposing it to have involved this slight 
change in 44. 

1,2. “ILA, 1, 2.” 

3. OaKxovde xabifavoy underlined. 

4. wruBpeuérns. The last six letters underlined. 

5. Xéye underlined. 

6. depmace underlined. 

8—13. “£8, 230.” 
“re” inserted before «at. 

10. aiovraa. “an” cura. 

14—17. “6. 557.” 

18—20. “6, 700, 1, 2.” 

26. “e, 144,” 

30, 31. “a 86, 87.” 

34. « elxooT@. “Fe” 

35—37. “+r, 279, 280.” 

38—40. “vy, 136, 7, 8.” 

41,42. “e, 114,115 ”—?r (déeuw. “pe” 

44, “vide 8 625 et o 1. et 300. d 360.” These passa SS“ 
are all instances of change of scene where a person is mentios®© 
to mark the transition. Thus they defend his sugges #“ 


‘ , 
8. ayavos Kal. 
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* 3 


“Eppeias 8, for adrix’ érrec®. The deciphering and explanation 
of this note are due to Mr Aldis Wright and Dr Jackson. Also 
“5/07, 8,.9.° 

53, tmukiwa. “ucva”—“ Hes. rucva wrepa.” 

54. Bracketed. “rwés a@erodow teste Eustathio, nec 
solet épns sed éppueias.” For rodéerow “ roduoicw.” 

63. apduredvnes (sic Steph.) “ dude are” 

66. “Athen. rx, Alexander Myndius apud Hom. ywpis 
Tov o xa7es, et sic Aristotelem, Speusippum, Epicharmum, 
Metrodorum.” 

67. “Hes. roi te 6. €. uw.” (Oaraoo.a épya wéunrer). 

72, “riov""—* Athen, 11,19. Ptolemaeus Euergetes, legebat 
aiov, non fov. Probante Eustathio. Ptolemaeus rex erat 
Aristarchi discipulus, Athen. 1 in fine.” 

76. “ry” between zavta and éo. 

81. évdov. “roikos” 

83. “‘alij opey@dr, ut opéyGeov, sed melius dca To & oyor. 
Apollonij ad 1, 275.” 

84. “H 234 dSepdéoxero. vide 158.” Does H 234 mean 
H&L 2, 3, 4? 

87. ‘Eppeia ypucoppars. “as mis Il. 16. 385” and “ Hes. 
Xpvaooppatis.” ie. read “Eppyeias ypvoopparis. Il. 16. 385 
mnust be quoted as parallel to what he thinks a corrupt 
Vocative; he means then I). 18. 385, riwre, @éru ravizrethe. 

90. ef dtivapar Teréoat ye Kal ef TeTENcopEVOV eoTir. 

“ro de Kal . 
ob ted * eo as. 
Kal perv 

96. pu érecow. “Fe fet” 

97,98. Bracketed. “Eust. dacu of tradatol, 6tt edTerels 
26 vo otixot Kai Kata cuvOnKny Kai Kata didvoiav, evniomncw 
Musquam alibi.” 

99. “Dio Chrys. Orat. 82 éeuéy’.” There exist variants, 
Not in La Roche or Ludwich. 

100. 3& dv éxwv. “dé rexwv” and dé then altered to “ xe.” 

108—111. Bracketed. 

110. “ Hesye. aréb@crov.” 

114. 7 idéew. “pi” 


117, dwvncac’ érea. “caca rerea” 
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287. ddvohe. “ofos. 6, 267” quoted for audi with geni- 
tive, 

290. dnc adnv. “Fra” which being erased “y'” is supplied 
after dnt. 

296. “fo. Bopéns aidpnyevéta péya, ut vededrnyepéra, non 
77) 5” 

298. “lego, oy@ncas 5 rete mpoti rov peyadntopa Oupor. 
vide 285”; but in margin “ ap’ érevrrev éov,” and “ épy mpori.” 

299. “Eust. ypaderac cai pnyiorta, 1.e. Th yévoero pjpyos.” 

302. “ Eust. ypaderat cai 'AvatAncecv.” 

312. ecivapto ddwvat, “Fe: Fa” 

333. “Eust. Text. Not. tov dretdev” (ie. Eust. has tov 
S’ cidev for roy S€ iSev), In margin “oyod, Pind, Ol. 2.” 
(6 eidev Schol. Pind. Ol. 1m. 51. La Roche.) 

334. “Eust. "Apscrotedns wat Xapathewy ovdnecoa i.e. 


€amriyewos,” for avineroa. 

335, eéféupope. “e& &u” 

337. “ Eust. ypadetat wor, roTn, woTnv. vide Hesych.” 

355. 8 dpa ele mpos dv. “ Sreime mporti reimrev dv 376” 

356. pn tis woe Vdaivynow Sorov adrXov Stephanus in text, 
with aire as variant in margin. “dddos” Bentley, apparently 
=. conjecture, though it has also ms authority. 

362. macywv. “fo, réocwy.” 

365. éwso. “6d ye 386” 

371, apd évi Sovpars. “non él dSovparz, sed natabat.” 

Kern? ws. “ns ras” 

378. “Dio Chrys. Orat. 64 « dd\@o xata w. Eic. avOpa- 
Quoted for av@paooe against Paujxeror.. Not in 
4a Roche or Ludwich. “ dacrjcecor” in marg. 

379. éorra avoccecGa. After éodzra he inserts “y’.” 
385. “«ipara afev Plut. p. XXIII.” 

392. “ éaride.” 

400. “Hes.“Occor re y. 8.” 

404, “ Hesye. ’Emvmyail, of avenpévoe toro. leg. avyvewot.” 
407. dpa deleto “ fetvrev troti ror” 

415. 2l@axe orl. “mpori” 

424. Gwso. “6 ye 386” 

433. “ Hesyc. corvAndar, ddis, male.” 








___—, 
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9 99 


151. ce éyw ye. “leg. o” ay éy.” in margin “o’ dp 

157. “dXevocovrwy vide Od. « 256.” Quoted for a genitive 
lowing a dative, as here. 

160. tovodrov iSov. “Trowdvde ridov” and under this “175” 
hich seems to be a false reference. 

162, 3. “Sic Dion. réyvn p. 523.” 

179. ov etXupa. “To (2) Fer” 

183. olxov éynrov. “ Hierocles otk éy.” 

193. dy éméory’. “dy Te Féory’” 

avruicavta. “aacbar” 

200. pwn. “pw” 

201. otros. “ ovtis” 

216. jveyov. “fo. Arevyov | “Orpuvoy n, 34” another 
ilse reference. 

226. “Hes. “Adros yvoov.” 

230. elaovdéew. “eore” 

239. joe (Steph.). ‘wev” 

262. srodcos ériBynooper. “modems émrtBetouev’ 
itter word “ LLLH.” 

269. amo€vvovaw. “ Evovc” 

275. @8 elryor. “as relrnot” 

280. aris ot. “"H té rou” 

296. daru 66 €X\Owpev. “raoru &iéX 304” and “7, 40” 

303. ipwos. “L fpw. Eust. Od. 6 323 ’Arxuvd01 “Hpaws 
Wes OU KANTLKH GANA yevieH amd “Hpawos.” 

311. tna. “tenas y. 233.” 

313, 314. Bracketed. “313, 14, 15 H desunt et LL 312 
te. venit post 315.” 

314. 7 iéew. “fd” - 

318. “L ed & éraAnooovro Aristoph. cyod. Acharn. p. 27 
US érdiocovto ad amemditaro.” 


d 


; under the 


7). 


6. érvov écOnta re Exdepov. “tr ap” and “ Barnes dedit 
Kvovt’ éa 6.” 
ll. & ds. “das” 


17. 7 éméecot. “pre” 
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232. amexdopeov. “aoyod. Pind. olym. 13—é7rexocpeor | 
Hesych. ut editum.” 

234, “€, 214” and “éyovra” for idovca, 

236. qgovncac érea. “caca rer” 

244, “Hesye. ‘Oyvyin, et “Oyuyia, wérn pro ‘Oyvuyin, 
meyarn.” 

256. de épacke. “OS Eue hace.” 

259. éumedoyv eiuata. “éumeda rer” “O, 275. 2», 151” 
(A 152: in both Eyzredov). “éwredov Eureda, ut avadavddv 
avadhaved, audadov dudada.” 

261. 81 dydoov, “ &% dyddarov.” 

267. émraxaidexa (sic Steph.) “émrra 5 xal déea” from 
mss, “Od. ¢. 178.” (¢ 278.) : 

273. odé ti. “odd? Ere.” 

280. éws éerprOov. “aor” after éws. 

289. duceto. “Acideto &, 321.”—“Eust. duceto, ’Apic- 
tapyxos Aelhero.” 

326. amjvucay oixad. “fo. aviyor foixad.” In margin 
“ aarnryov rot 324,” 

341. OTpuvov 8’. “-wvovr’ 6, 31.” 


6. 


15. Kal Ovpov éxdorov. “ Ouyov te Fe” 
22,23. Bracketed. “ H dere? Znvddotos. ob yap troddovs 
eréXecev ev haiakia, GX’ edicKevcev povoy.” 
27. elm. “ada.” 
28. ov« old. “ow foio ” 
34. “fo. “AX\Aa pédAavvay vija fe” -piooopev. “52” 
37. “ed mdavtes: ergo male supra cdpmavta pro ev ravta, 
Quaere locum.” 6 494? but there is no note there. 
45. “véptrew” for teprvynv. “Eust. Not. tepavay brn oi 
Oupos. Teptijy yp. Kai Téeprrev.”— Od. a, 247." (a 347.) 
55. év votiw. “H évvodio, "Apiotod, sic Hesych.” 
57, “Hesych. Avdwoca, rijs AvAijs Ta Teiyea. pro Ai@ov- 
cat. 
58. Bracketed from Mss. 
64. wey. “ yuv.” 
Journal of Philology. vou, xxi. 15 


Mili 
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170. popdiy erect. “fo. poppy rewéwy X, 366 Athenaeus 
XV, p. 674 "AAAa Beds popdyy Erect atede.” 2 367. The 
quotation by Athenaeus is not given by La Roche or Ludwich. 

211. “ éo” crossed out again. 

215. “nu” (roid’ nvEoor for oida éiEoor). 7 

AN tbe IIparos & dvépa Baro’ av. EKustath. legit 
II patos dv avépa.” To avoid hiatus after BadXorpe: In margin 
he secures this by inserting “+y’.” 

240, “Tl. E92.” “ Vid. tmoratn.” 

251. aicare' ds. “7 bras” (raical’ bras). 

259. Exacta. “ arravta.” 

260. “Hes. Aecinvay.” 

263. ictavro. “fu” deletum. 

267. “Etym. M. in Adpod.—dpew. vide et in “Apew ab 
‘Apews.” (Etym. M. 179 and 138.) 

274. “Hes. corre 5¢ Secpovs.” 

280. tax. “tray” deletum. 

283; «daar. “res” 

és Ajpvov, “mpos 287, 294, 303.” 

296. “Hesye. Karérapzrov, male.” 

299. “ puerta Barnes male deveta et mepevypévos. Sica 
revya, TUKTOS, et TETUYMEVOS. 

307. He prefers “Fépy’ CHRICTS ” to épya yédXaoTa; 
‘ Eust. yp. gpy’ ayédaora.,” 

315, odds ér éorTra. “odwe reo” 

318, amodaaw éedva, “daar Fe” 

324. éxacTn. “aTacat.” 

326. yéA@s. “yéXos.” 

332. “Athenaeus xl p. 511 réyvy. 1d Kal fwaypr. Vide 
[l. yr. 547. Vide hic Casaub.” In V 547 is the same variation 
between ro and 7o, 

343. yéA@s. “os” 

344, yeas. “og” 

352. eyo ce Séotmi. “o edOivouu.” “H apiotapy. Teds 
av @ ev@vvou.” This however is the explanation, not the 
reading, of Aristarchus. 

382. “Etym. M. in Apid. apide/xere avdpav.” 

392. ot éxaotos. “pa rex” 

15—2 
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te 


6. “Eratosthenes sic legit, éyn xaxotntos amovens. Athen. 
I, 14 sed 1, 4 citat xara Sjuov drayta. et item lib, 5. et 12.” 
Athenaeus I 16, m1 40, v 192, x11 513. (Ludwich.) 

27. ovrt. “Tov” 

28. Hs. “ris i.e. ravrns.” 

30. Bracketed. “H in marg. LL deest.” 

34, as. “ris” —“ Hesyc. habet in *Hs.” 

42. iotaions. “xle rions xiot aions Od. v. 138” 

52, yépwor “Feapevy” from H. 

56. aéFero. “erat” 

60. 8 ad’ éxaarns. “dé rex” 

65. “Hesy. Tpeis Exacroy aicas.” For €xactov “dravras.” 

72. «at@epev (sic Steph.) “Hesych. xa@ewev ut xabecav 
€artia, Hym. in Ap. 503.” 

73. “Eust. “Apictapyos, mpoepéocapuev. vide N, 79. 9, 
4:96. Ll, a. 435.” (v 279, o 497.) | 

77, evx’ épvoartes. “pw, 402” 

88. mpoinv. “vew x, 100”—* LL mpolew.” 

93. “Hesyc. Awrds” 

108. “Hesyc. male, ’Apdwots” 

115, “Strabo 592 76° adoyou et Aristot. Eth. x, 9 sed 
Arist. Polit. 1, 1 et Plat. Leg. 3, aAdyav.” 
116. Adyea, “édayxeva.” 


122, “fo. ov8' dpa rot Toimvnet KatioyeTas.” 















127. redéovey Exacta. “éwor fé” or “ atravta.” 
133. “fo. doero.” for dp@iror. But he has written appa- 
ently 153 by mistake for 133, nor is doweror quite certain. 

134. “Hesych. in Ace‘, Mada xev” 

138. vautéwy. “alibi vavrawyr, et sic semper a verbo—rns. 
UKTAwY aixpntawy UBpictawy, ixetawv.” In margin he has 
nev avte” for eicdxe vavtéwy from MSS. 

139. “Hes. Ajra:, avepor.” To be corrected to ’Anrat. 
140, “ Hesye. xparos Acuévos. leg. kpartos” 

143, “smpovdave ride 145° 

148. eioidouer. “ecru 


___——— 
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321. dppes dicxouev. “we rel’,’ quo deleto “ reix” (sic). 


344, 8 Gye d atte. 8&8 underlined; “311” 

348, _ddp eidns. “pa fd” 

360. as épat’’ aitdp of aitis éyo mopov. In margin 
“gar arap,” at top of page “ Leg, avtap roe abris tropov.” eyo 
nas three dots under it and is marked for deletion. 

363, puy érecow. “ reTréerou” —“ re fet” 

372. “Hes. "Arodoyumcas, TAaTUs, pro TharyLOs.” 

379. daca. “leg. dyrecGar” for which Mss are quoted 
at foot of page. “ Hesyc.”"AWacGat, avahOjnceabar— AwecBar 
XAwpos sep édy,” the a and ¢ of &yracGai and ayeoGas being 
underlined. 

395. 8 taye. “Ope” 

397. é&épuvo’. “ Exe” 

400. @xeov. “Folk” 

419. yo Amer’. “én” 

429. “Hes, Luvrpeis aivy™ 

438. é&écovtro. “aovat” 

445. “Hesye. Aaxyu@ orev.’ —“ Bust. ‘Hpwdsavos Nayve. 
Etymol éreveos Aayr@.” 

452. y avaxtos. “Fra” 

454. pévas olvm. “va roi” 

455. “ddeOpov Kust. “Eypny eirretv ‘OXEPpov, ut aéOrwv 
re. sed poipav, dupe.” epuypévos déOwv, a 18. poipar 
srehuypévov, Z 488. weduypévor dupe, V 219. 

459. «ad Sé €wov «np (sic Steph.) “«adde wedv | add éudv 
2}TOp. 

468. vedov éxacto. “vedoa rex” 

482. vews. “veos” 

483. “Hesyc. Edevnoev—ijryicev, pro aryryecev.” 

485. aly’. “Leg. dy.” 

497. dkovece. “axovcn.” 

504, mroduropOiov cEadkaaoas. “Bova &€&” 

512. “Il. Z, 411”—*“ apepdéonecOar v, 7” (for auaptnee- 
fat) postea deletum. uv, 7 is unintelligible to me, and I am 
not sure that I have read it aright. Mr Aldis Wright thinks 
€utaryeoxovTo (vu, 7) is referred to, to support awepdéoner Gar. 





124, 


BENTLEY'S NOTES ON THE ODYSSEY. 213 


“ Hesyc. Acwéva crvtov—alij Aupév' axdAvTov.” 
dpain. “Fa 
mavres. ‘“ Savres” ex MSS. 

“ Hesyc. Tasradcecoav— Eotny 6¢ etc.” 


“ Hesye. xara 8 éotuyer, €uionoev, pro ov, cap.’ 
“qeipovtes vi Hesyc. cxoroye. Kust. yp. eiportes 


Z.e. cuveipovtes. yp. ixOis 8 aamaipovtas Didym. yp. orai- 
Portas et pépovto.” 


dépovro. “mévovto w 254, 5.” The reference to pu 


is for adoraiportas. 


127. 
138, 
149. 
162. 
169. 


vews. “veds.” 

Etym. M. éyyéyarov. in éyy.” 

éeicato. “rel” 

avtixpv. “xpus” 

“Hesye. Katarogpadia ”—“ Eust. rrelw avtuypapenv, 


caTahopddeta.” 


172. 
178. 
190, 
194, 
204. 
208. 
209. 
220. 
225. 


eutrev, 


239. 


vews. “veos.” 
mois. “ weots,” 
T idwev. “ ridmev.” 


eldov, “Fel 
npiOyeov. “ wevy” 

eixoo. “Fei, quo deleto “ éei” 
yoowrvras. “orw” 

“310” 

“@” after «nduoros. 


“L post 225 6 oduv eidpovéwy ayopycato Kai peré- 
déuas. “tpixas.”"—‘<C> LLLH Dio Chrys. Orat, 


33, Tpixas Te, cal Séuas.” Dio is not quoted by La Roche or 


Ludwich. 


240. tpiyas. “déwas.’—“ Eust. Text. d€uas xal tplyas. 
Not. tpivas wai déuas.” 


241, 
242, 


toiat dé Kipxn. “An daxe de Kipen.” 
Bracketed. “H. ’Apicrapyos ovx oide tov otixov. 


Ka \iietpatos 8 avr a’tot, Iavros pe tds eriBer pedundéa 


KapTrov.” 


244, 


See Ludwich on this and preceding line. 
ai’ underlined. 
BeBornpuévos. “BA” 
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501. yap. “7 ap Ila, 8.” 

502. 8 underlined. 

509. “Hes, “AXcea, ubi Atwévwy pro Aetwover.” 
Te Aaxyera. “7 éXaxeva—Eust. yp. tT ehayea.” 

520. “Hes. radvvas— Emi & ete.” 

521. “ Hesyc. ’Apévnva etc.” 

525. dueréporowv. (sic Steph.) 2) underlined. 

539, “Hes, as xév Tot in ws.” 

555. “Hes. yuyeos iy.” 

559. xatavtixpv. Last three letters underlined. 

572. “L «aré@nxev vide X, 4.” 


X. 

2. mapmpwrov épiccaper, “Ta Fe” 

6. vews. “veds” 

14. “Etym. M. alij xeypepior, alij yeipepiwv, alij xepBe- 
plov. Vide et Hesych. tuvés trap’ ‘Ounpe xepBepiwy ypadover. 
oxor. ad Batrach. Aristoph. p. 157 Eust. yp. yecpepiov. 
Kparns KepBepiwv. Hesyc. KepBépior, et Kiupépros. Aristoph. 
Ranis eis KepBepious.” 

16. “ éiAdprretas axt. Strabo p. 5. sed p. 244 émrudépxerau.” 

25. dpvka écov re. “Opvé bocor Te” , 

38—43. Bracketed. “Hust. ra é& én a@etotow ot ta- 
Aauvoi.” 

61. Bracketed originally, but the brackets being deleted 
“<tarvos” is suggested for olvos. tmvos Stob. Anth, 1 49, 53 
(Ludwich), but Bentley’s appears to be a conjecture. 

64. avtixpv. “ xpvs” 

86. eis “Ihiov, “és Fi” 

91. “ Hesyc. ypuceov oxy” 

94, “Hesych. ’Avoyacov” corrupted from azroya€eo. 

99. mw éméecot. “ pe férrecct. 

113. Kai érapos. “coils @” éraposs. 

115, éy. “évi” 

116. “oyor, Pind. Olym. 8 catédovew avti Tod Katedodv- 

Tat. ovoem@ yap mapjoay ol pvnotipes, OTe éeohayiatey o 
odvacevs.” 

122. ovx« icacr. “ov Fi’ 
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274. “Hesyc. 'Avaravera et 'Avarvora.” 

275. macyov. “mécowv” postea deletum. 

276. vacoe. “éray” 

279. “Hesy. 6 dyei oxo.” 

280. “Hes. Mnrpos épuvvies.” 

282. “Sic Dion. réyvn p. 523” 

pupla va. “vu éedva.” 

284. Muvunio ide. “Muevveio ride. Il. B, 511.” 

287. IInpd. “ Etym. M. in éXeyeri’s, vocat eam Tecpo).” 

296. “Hesiod ’Aom. v. 54 Auvrdp "Iduxtia ye Sopvccd@ 
"Audirpian. lego Avrdp Fedixdja Sop.” 

997. wav eirrovra. “ rou reir” 

304. Aeddyyaow loa. “rédoyyay fi” 

305. 6 wer’ “Idipédecav. “pera Fip"—* 600” (now 601) 
—"Aude” pédecav “H dudipésd.” 

306. elotdov, “”Eore” 

312. évvedpyviot, “Aeolismo: évvopoyuior ut Sappho.” 

325. Bracketed. “Spurius. semper alias Avavucos cum w 
magno.” “Etym. M. dsevveos, semper apud Homerum per a, 
sic Herodianus. cyod. Apollon. 8, 996. Gre Sé ovdé iyayer 
(apiadyny) ets aOnvas, reNevTjcat 5€ KatarerpOcioay tro Oncéws, 
Sunpos paptupei—daldpav tre—K ovipnv—hv rote Onaeds 'jpas 
ovo amévnto. “Hesyc. Maprupinot, SovrAncect.” 

327. didov avipos. “forte apo rod avédpos.” 

337. Te ioe. “7 Oé.” 

340. “Hesyc. Kodoveras, éXatrovras. te Te, i.e. leg. in 
Hes. codovere, éXatTovre. 

359. mreorépyn adv yeupl. “ow yepaoi.’—“*H ’Apiorod. 
Tl\evotépyoww yepot.”—“ Hes. Tevorépn ovr yeupi.” 

363. To pev ot Tia’ élaxoper. “oe perv ote Fel, TO MeV Ov 


364, rodAovs. “oAAad 535” (now 536). “L aodXa,” 

367. “0,170” 

371. of ro: dp avra. “fo. of ré Tot avr@.” 

386. dyv7) Tlepoeddvera. “aivn, ut érauis.” v. |. pro 
ayvy in marg. Steph. Bentley also refers to Kustathius for it. 

399—403. Bracketed. “H oi wévre aferotvtat vo apior. 
&c.” 
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586. “ avaSpoyéev Hesych.” 

587. “ Hes. carafévacke et AveEnvackero et Katefnrvacke.” 

592. “Sie Od. 9, 374 pirracne Worl vépea oKLoEevTa,” 

593. eioeidov. “erre”—“Pindari cyor. p. 13 “Opnpos 
Tapranrov érépws trrotibna: tipwpeicbar. éoract’ év uvn— 
ariéetv © ove elyev EXéoOat wai ra EEjs wAHv ef pr) Kata ’Apic- 
Tapyxov vba éoti Ta ern TavTa.” 

594, “Hesyc. pactafew, wOeciv: sic puctafew, paroraferw.” 
In margin “ pas” for Bacrafovrra, 

595. “ Hes. Lenpirrauevos.” I find only cxnpirropevos 
aand -ovpevos in Hesychius. 

602—4. Bracketed. “Versus nothi. vide Il. @, 365. Nus- 
quam Herculis mentio in Gedy payy. nusquam de Hebe, ut 
ejus uxore. Ipse aicvAcepyos etc. Nusquam alibi ypucorédiros. 
Leucianus Dial. Diog. et Herculis agnoscit hos versus.” 

602. “reiSmror xy ”—“ Plut. p. xxv.” 

608. éoxds. “lege alel Baréovts ewer, Patet ex L ms”, 
—*"LH éoxeu.” 

614. “ry'” inserted; whether before or after é7 uncertain. 
“ Dep rH yn. Vel lege ren, TH 9. vel Taln, tH yp.” See 
EV esychius. 

640. “Eust. ra radata tov dvtiypader, eipeain SoTixy.” 


fe 


22. “Hes, in”Ore—AcoOavees etc.” 

36. po éméecot.. “we rer” 

45. “ Hesyce. 0iv,—sorpedduv.” 

51. meipar’. “an pap?” 

54. evi. “ére 164.” 

64. “fo. adaipetrai riva méTpy.” 

70. dot pédrovea. “Eust. yp. pacipedodoa, a Phaside 


71, Bdarev. “ Badov.” 
77. “forte, ovd’ aroBain, vel ovdé xaB8ain. Aeol. Hesych. 
K& Bact, caraBnGr, Adxwves et xaBrEer, catarives et Hom. 
I. I 164 xaxrave.”—“ 7” for ov.—“ ust. yp. ovd’ émiBain, q" 
- YEXozoy.” 
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288. édrOn. “Ano” 


290. “an Gedy avaxtwy, id est Storxovpwv. an avaxror, 
ut «omns avak. vel Bony.” (vna—Oonv).— Godv” for Aedv.— 
“H Znvodoros, pidwy dex. Eraipwv.” 

317. eiceptcaytes. “ éore” 

329. éFépOito jia. “leg. ni’ éEébOiro.”—* eFépOiev vp. 
331. vel, propius, éFep@iar’ Il. a, 251.” 

335. 7rvEa éraipovs. “an mAvEa FexacTous. an érapous 
HAvEa. Immo AAvoKov.” 

347. ayad\pata. “ Hes. male ‘Atad\para.” 

348, Te. “Ke” 

349. é0édy. “Ano” ”—Eorovtat (sic Steph.). “ &yrorrar”— 
“ &fovrac Il. 8. 63 et Hesych.” 

355. Booxécxovl’ édtxes. “ BooKkovto re” 

372. “leg. vnddjp@ vr. 366, 311, 338. Nadéi varvw nus- 
quam alibi,” 

383. “dvcouar. Praes. temp.”—daeiva. “an -eiyov?” 
postea deletum. Apparently Bentley first changed to dacivwv 
to avoid what he thought an impossible collocation of tenses ; 
then changed his mind, crossed out gaeivwv, and explained 
S¥cgouat asa present. Yet this seems incredible. 

397. éwoi. “ peoi.” 

398. éAacavtes. “édXowvtes” ex marg. Steph. éd. not éd. 
both Stephanus and Bentley. 

402. “e, 77.2” 

406. “Il. », 64.” 

417. ‘“ Hesye. Geiov rrjro.” 

419. azroaivuto. “ ofai” 

423. “Athen. XIV "Esritovos terayvato Boos idt xtape- 
voto” —"’ Exrirovos semel venit apud Homerum, vide Hesyc.” 

424. “Hes, dar’ ixpiodiv.” 

435, “Hes. amnwpov.” 

439. “Strabo 44 yds 7°.” 

441. “Strabo 44, cai téve 81) woe Sodpa.” 

446. “eo” 
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trial to November of the same year. Demosthenes (contr. 
Newram 1357) and Plutarch (v. Agesil. 28) agree in assigning 
the battle of Leuctra to the year 371, the latter giving the 
day of the month as the fifth of Hecatombeon, viz. July 6 or 8. 

The data for arranging the events of the successive years 
will be given under each year, beginning with 386. As many 
references will be made to the years of the archons in Diodorus, 
at this point it may be as well to recall the fact that the 1st of 
Hecatombzeon, the day on which these magistrates entered 
office, fell in these 25 years on various dates, ranging from the 
22nd of June to the 22nd of July. In his annalistic treatment 
Diodorus always prefixes the name of the eponymous archon 
and of the Roman consuls to the history of each year, which he 
begins apparently about midwinter. But for his Greek history 
he seems to have used the work of some chronologist, who 
dated events strictly by the Athenian archonships. Naturally 
this led to confusion, and almost more often than not Diodorus 
in his carelessness puts events, if in the right year, yet under 
the wrong archon; or if under the right archon, yet in the 
wrong year. Frequently, of course, he is mistaken in both. 

386 B.C. Sparta’ seems to have occupied the whole of 
this year in enforcing the provisions of the ‘ King’s Peace,’ of 
which she was the originator and had been constituted the 
champion. 

385 B.C. Clinton is apparently right in assigning the 
siege” of Mantinea by Agesipolis to this year, though the data 
are very unsatisfactory and even contradictory. Xenophon 
would seem to imply that the siege began in the year after 
the expiration of the Thirty Years’ Peace between Sparta and 
Mantinea. Now we know from Thucydides’ that it was con- 
cluded in the winter 418/7, so that it must have expired in the 
winter 388/7. Xenophon ought therefore to mean, that the 
war broke out in 386 at latest. It is noticeable that in § 4 
he implies that the siege did not last a very long time. | 

Diodorus* puts the war in the archonship of Mystichides 
386/5, Le. in 386, thus agreeing with Xenophon. However he 

1 y, 1. 36. 3 y, 81. 
ay, 2. 1—7. 4 xv. 2, 5. 
16—2 


a 
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contradicts himself by saying? of the Spartans ovdé dvo ern 


durakavtes Tas Kowas oroveds, since in this very chapter he 
assigns the declaration of war to the first year after the Peace 
of Antalcidas. Then he makes the siege end under the 
archonship of Dexitheus 385/4 i.e. 385, thus regarding it as 
lasting some 18 months. Probably therefore the best way out 
of the difficulty is to take 385 as the year for the whole 
campaign, the beginning of which may very well have been in 
the last months of Mystichides’ archonship, May or June, and 
the end in the first half of Dexitheus’ archonship, September or 
October. In this case we must not press too strictly the date 
of the termination of the Thirty Years’ Peace: in fact Xenophon 
himself (§ 2) introduces it with an €Aeyovte, Moreover some 
18 months between the final ratification of the Peace of 
Antalcidas and the actual renewal of hostilities & priori does 
not appear too long. 

384 B.C. The action of the Phlasian exiles to procure 
their own restoration was, Xenophon® tells us, occasioned by 
the fate of Mantinea, which surrendered, as we have seen, in 
the autumn of the previous year. This event therefore falls 
most naturally into the succeeding year, or better perhaps in 
the winter months 385/4. 

383 Bc. If the next events recorded by Xenophon be 
rightly assigned by Clinton and Grote to 382, the historian 
records no events of this year. 

382 B.C. The events’ in question are (a) the appearance 
of Acanthian and Ambraciot envoys at Sparta to ask for help 
against Olynthus (which may probably be put in the winter or 
early spring), and the resolution of the Lacedsmonians and 
their allies to accede to the request; (b) the preliminary 
expedition of Eudamidas ws tayiora (§ 23) after this resolution 
and the surprise of the Cadmea by his brother Phcebidas, while 
he was on his march, @épous dvtos (§ 29), to join him. 

EK, Curtius, E. von Stern‘, and others assign these events to 
the year 383. There seem to be only two arguments for 80 
doing: (a) Xenophon is silent about any intermediate events 

1 xy, 5. 2 y, 2. 8—10. 3 y, 2, 1143. 
4 Spartan, u, Theban. Hegemonie. Dorpat, 1884. p. 34. 


—— 


CHRONOLOGY OF XENOPHON’S HELLENICA, 225 


between the Phliasian affair and the embassy of the Acanthians 
and Ambraciots; (6) Diodorus! records this embassy under the 
year of Phanostratus 383/2 i.e. 383. The first argument is of 
little or no weight. The second argument is quite valueless, 
because Diodorus? puts the capture of the Cadmea in the 
archonship of Evander 382/1, whereas it is plain from Xenophon’s 
narrative, that the two events must have occurred in the same 
Julian year: in fact the testimony of Diodorus ought rather to 
be used against this theory, the embassy falling in the last six 
months of Phanostratus and the capture of the Cadmea in the 
first six months of Evander—an arrangement which accounts 
for the confusion in Diodorus in the usual fashion. 
On the other side, in favour of the year 382 may be urged 
(a) the passages in Diodorus already cited; (b) the testimony 
of the orator Aristides*, v@iwy évtrwv 7 Kadyela xaterndOn ; 
(c) the fact that the succeeding events in Xenophon’s narrative 
fall in better with the year 382 than 383. As to the first 
argument enough has already been said. From the passage in 
Aristides it would follow that the capture of the Cadmea took 
place about August 382; for it is generally agreed that the 
Pythian festival was held every third Olympic year; the month 
however is more uncertain. Most authorities are in favour of 
August, and this does not seem to be inconsistent with 
Xenophon’s @épovs dvros, though it must be confessed that 
July would suit better. An attempt, it may be here noticed, 
has been made to impugn Xenophon’s testimony as to the 
season of the year altogether on the ground that he speaks‘ of 
the Thebans celebrating the Thesmophoria in the summer, 
whereas the festival was really celebrated in October or No- 
vember. It is quite true that the Athenians held the Thesmo- 
phoria in October or November: but there is absolutely no 
evidence, except this passage, to show at what time the 
Thebans were accustomed to hold it. That the seasons might 
vary, is plain from the fact that at Syracuse the festival was 
celebrated in the spring’. 
1 xv, 15, 19. *v. 2. 29. Geruodomdtew, Aépavs 


2 xv. 20. dé Svros x.7.A. 
8 j. p. 258, ® Diodorus vy. 4, 
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As to the third argument—the capture of the Cadmea was 
followed in the same summer by the trial and execution of 
Ismenias. Then without any break Xenophon! continues 
tovtay &1) mempaypévov of Naxedaruorior ord 8%) arpoOuporepoy 
Thy eis THY “OduvOov otpatiavy cuvaréoreddov. Accordingly 
they send out Teleutias as harmost in command of rp eis 
Tovs pupious ovvragiv, and after various military operations 
ToUTO “ev oTpaTevodpevos TO Oépos Siqxe «.7.A. Stern, Curtius, 
&c. interpose the winter of 383/2 between the execution of 

_ Ismenias and the departure of Teleutias. Here not only is it 
much more natural to regard todro ro Oépos of § 43 as the 
same as the @épous dvros of § 29; but it seems absurd to suppose 
that after solemnly resolving i in the early spring that each state 
should send to eis Tovs puplovs civtaypa for the summers 
campaign, the Spartans and their allies = a whole year 
before carrying their resolution into effect—especially when we 
read that after the Theban affair they all ate TORU tTpobv- 
mérepoy § 37, and that Teleutias actually took with him this 
THY eis Tos puplous civta~w. Surely the narrative implies 
that immediately after sending out Eudamidas’ i 
expedition—for Xenophon carefully notes that Pheebidas only 
followed his brother with rods dzrodevropévous Tay éavTo 
(i.e. Eudamidas) mpooteraypévor, not with the main army— 
steps were taken to organize the larger force, and this being 
ready to hand Teleutias conducted it against Olynthus as soon 
as the affair of the Cadmea was settled. 

381 BC. “Aya dé 7h Hope Urodawopévm’ Teleutias began 
anew operations against Olynthus: then after several skirmishes 
mpovovtos Tov xpovou (§ 3) he was slain and the whole besieging 
force was obliged to disperse. 

Diodorus assigns the death of Teleutias to the archonship 
of Evander 382/1 i.e. to the same year as the capture of the 
Cadmea. Xenophon proves that this is too soon, though it 
is quite possible that his death may have occurred in the — 
last month of Evander i. circ. June 381. Diodorus goes 
on to attribute to Agesipolis a whole year (Le. 381) spent m 
petty skirmishes. Xenophon leaves it indeterminate, whether 

1 y, 2. 37. 2 ¥.3.1. 5 xv, 21, 22. 
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Agesipolis set sail as soon as possible after the death of 
Teleutias, ie. August or September 381, or whether he waited 
till the spring of 380. He implies' however that the Spartan 
government met the emergency with all possible vigour, so 
that, combining this with Diodorus, we cannot go far wrong 
in preferring the earlier date. 

380, 379 B.C. Xenophon? marks exactly the time of 
Agesipolis’ death with the words xata @épovs axpnv. This 
agrees with Diodorus*, who not only puts the occurrence under 
the archonship of Pytheas 380/379, but adds that he had 
reigned for 14 years, and was succeeded by Cleombrotus, who 
reigned for 9 years. Now Cleombrotus was slain at Leuctra in 
July 371, so that once more we arrive at the year 380. 
Polybiades* was sent out as harmost to take the command at 
Olynthus: although he prosecuted the war with vigour, he 
was obliged to starve the town into a surrender. This must 
necessarily have been somewhat a lengthy process, so that the 
capitulation cannot well be dated earlier than the first half of 
379. This date agrees well enough with Diodorus, who assigns 
it to the same archonship as the death of Agesipolis, i.e. Pytheas 
380/379. Moreover it appears from Xenophon’s narrative that 
it took place just after or simultaneously with the reduction of 
Phlius. This is an unusually safe inference, because it is 
evident from the way that Xenophon in this chapter leaves 
events at Olynthus to record what was going on at Phlius, 
then goes back to Olynthus, again to Phlius, and once 
more to Olynthus that he is strictly following their rela- 
tive chronological order. In § 25 he definitely states that 
the Phliasian affair lasted 20 months. It appears from its 
order in his narrative, that the complication began between 
Agesipolis’ departure for Olynthus circ. August or September 
381 and his death in July 380. For the same reason® we 
gather that the actual siege of the town began before the 
death of Agesipolis and continued after it. If therefore we as- 
sume the complication to have arisen about October 381 and 

2 ¥, 8. 8, 4y, 3, 20. 


2y¥, 3. 19, 5 y, 3.17, 19, 21. 
4 xv. 23. 
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the surrender to have taken place about March or April 379, 
no very wide margin for error will be left. Olynthus, as we 
have seen already, fell at the same date or just afterwards, 
Diodorus’ affords us no help for the Phliasian affair. He 
compresses it into one year 383 and dismisses it in a couple of 
lines, 

379/378 B.C. winter. It is beyond all doubt that the 
Cadmea was recovered from the Spartans about the winter 
solstice 379/8. Xenophon? records the event next in order 
after the surrender of Phlius and Olynthus. Immediately on 
receipt of the news the ephors sent out Cleombrotus aha 
xXeywavos dvros (§ 14). Plutarch also® says qv vuderos, and in 
another passage‘, that it was a little after the surrender of 
Phlius. Moreover this date is indirectly confirmed by monu- 
mental evidence: for Xenophon affords us data, which exactly 
determine the four successive years 378-375, and the last of 
them is fixed by an inscription’. Diodorus* therefore is 
manifestly wrong in putting the recovery of the Cadmea under 
the archonship of Nausinicus 378/7, though, if it happened as 
late as January 378, which is quite possible, his mistake is 
easily accounted for: in fact on his system it is hardly a 
mistake at all. 

378-375 B.C. Three passages in Xenophon determine 
these years exactly. In v. 4 56 we read of the Thebans paha 
muctouevor amavet citov dia To Svoty eroiv pa) elAndevar 
Kaptov ex THs yas. Then § 58 barodaivovtos dé maw Tol 
jpos Cleombrotus led an expedition against the Thebans, 
which never reached its destination. Finally in § 63 we lear 
that the Thebans had leisure to subject their neighbouring 
cities are eis tas OnBas ove éuBeBdnxoT@v TaY Todepulov 
oT’ ev @ KXeopBporos ye THY oTpaTiay Eres OUT ev @& Tipobeos 
mepiemAevoe. The two years alluded to in the first passage, it 
appears from the context, are the two years immediately 
following the recovery of the Cadmea viz. 378, 377; and the 
two years of the last passage are 376, 375, the last of which, a 


1 xv. 19. 4 y. Agesil. 24. 
ay. 4. 1. 5 OLA. ii. 49. 
3 y. Pelop. 9. 8 xv. 25. 
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before mentioned, is confirmed by an inscription. The events 
of these years can thus be fixed with ease. 

378 Bc. v.4.13—18. Cleombrotus’ i against 
the Thebans in January or February. 

v. 4. 20—24. Sphodrias’ unsuccessful attempt upon the 
Pirzus. 

v. 4. 35—41. Agesilaus’ first invasion of Bosotia. 

This chronology is indirectly but strongly confirmed by the 
inscription CIA. ii. 17. Xenophon’ tells us that after the 
departure of Sphodrias of ’A@nvaios érvAwoay te Tov Iepara 
vais Te évavirnyodvto Tois Te Bowwrois macy mpoOupia €Bor- 
@ovy. This inscription, dated the archonship of Nausinicus 
378/7, shows the outcome of this activity in the enlistment of 
many new allies into the Athenian maritime confederacy, in- 
cluding the Thebans. 

377 B.C. érei ro gap éréoty (§ 47), Agesilaus marched 
out on his second expedition into Beotia. 

Diodorus’ it may here be noted compresses Agesilaus’ two 
expeditions into one, which he assigns together with the first 
declaration of war to the archonship of Callias 377/6. 

376 B.C. iodaivovtos radi tod npos (§ 58) Cleom- 
brotus commanded the Lacedzemonian forces. 

Chabrias (§ 61) defeated the admiral Pollis, and the Lacede- 
monian fleet—at Naxos according to Plutarch® rH éern ézi 
dexa Tod Bondpopavos, c. Sept. 10. 

Diodorus* puts this victory a year too soon, 

375 B.c, vy. 4. 63—66. Timotheus sailed round Pelo- 
ponnesus, winning Corcyra and ras epi éxeiva moXeus over to 
the Athenian confederacy. This date is verified by the inscrip- 
tion (CLA. ii. 49) dated the archonship of Hippodamas, 375/4, 
which records the inclusion of the Corcyrzans, Acarnanians, and 
Cephallenians in the Athenian confederacy. If Polyznus’ is 
to be trusted and the festival of Sxipa is the same as the 
=xipopop.a, Timotheus defeated the Spartan admiral off Leucas 
or, as Xenophon® says, at Alyzia, about the month of June. 

ly. 4, 34. 4 xv, 34, 


2 xv, 28—32. ' in. 10, 4. 
4 y, Camill. 19 and y. Phocion. 6. 6 y, 4. 66. 
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374, 373 B.C, From a comparison of Xenophon vy. 4 63 
and vi. 1. 1, where it is implied that it was not until after the 
Thebans had completed the subjugation of their immediate 
neighbours, which had engaged them both during the year of 
Cleombrotus’ expedition and that of Timotheus’ cir 
tion of the Peloponnesus, that they attacked the Phociant= 
it follows that Cleombrotus’ third expedition to help the 
Phocians falls in 374 and not as Clinton puts it, in the 
previous year. 

Then cyedor wepi rodroy tov ypovov Polydamas the Phar- 
salian came to Sparta to ask for aid against Jason of Pherz. 

After narrating this transaction with some detail, Xenophon’ 
goes back to the Lacedemonian expedition in support. of the 
Phocians, and tells how the Athenisns—doulienes in Hine. same 
year—made a separate peace with the Lacedemonian 
mediately afterwards orders were sent to Timotheus's at ore 
to return to Athens. On his way home he replaced certain 
Zacynthian exiles in their island. This was regarded by the 
Spartans as a violation of the new peace; whereupon evOus 
(§ 3) they collected a fleet of 60 ships and despatched it under 
the admiral Mnasippus with orders to sail against Corcyra. 
Unfortunately Xenophon gives no more definite marks of time 
for this or the next three or four years. Diodorus* makes 
positive mistakes. He speaks of a preliminary liti 
(which of course is quite* possible) sent out by the Lecce? 
monians under Alcidas, which was shortly followed by Mna- 
sippus with his 60 ships. He then goes on to say, that the 
Athenians tried to counteract this move by sending Ctesicles 
to Zacynthus‘ and by collecting a fleet, which was put under 
the command of Timotheus. All these events as well as the 
defeat and death of Mnasippus he puts in the archonship of 
Socratides 374/3, by which he means 374; whereas, as will 
shortly appear, Timotheus set sail in 373, 

To return to Xenophon*: hard pressed by the ravages of 








1 yi, 2. 1, Coreyra, as in cap, 47 he speaks of 
2 xv. 46. 47. Otesicles as sent to Coreyra. 
4 of. Grote ix. 358. 5 vi. 2. B—11. 


4 Probably a mere oversight for 
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Mnasippus, who finally succeeded in blockading their city, the 
Corcyreans appealed to Athens for help. The Athenians 
decided ioyupds éripedntéov eivas, sent Stesicles with 600 
peltasts across the mainland, and éyndicavto cai éEnxovra 
vavs wAnpovv, Tiofeov & avtav otpatnyov éyetporovncay. 
Fortunately the exact date of Timotheus’ departure from 
Athens is preserved in Demosthenes contr. Newer. 1186—émi 
Lwxpatidov dpyovros pouvyyiavos pnvos, i.e. April 373, Evi- 
dently therefore, as Mnasippus’ operations must have taken 
some considerable time and the Athenian fleet, we are in- 
formed, was very slow in its outfit, Mnasippus must have 
sailed in the autumn of 374, and Stesicles must have set out 
some time between Oct. 374 and April 373—probably about 
mid winter. 

Stern’ has conclusively proved that Curtius and other 
scholars are mistaken in following Diodorus’ dates and nar- 
rative in preference to that of the contemporary Xenophon, 
supported as it is by Apollodorus’ (Demosthenes) oration 
against Timotheus. In accordance with the latter it is evident 
that Iphicrates replaced Timotheus in the early summer of 
373 and sailed for Corcyra, after completing by his vigorous 
measures the outfit of the fleet, some time between midsummer 
and autumn. The defeat and death of Mnasippus happened 
before Iphicrates’ arrived at Corcyra. Timotheus’ trial and 
acquittal is fixed by the same oration? to the month of Novem- 
ber 373. Here there is an apparent discrepancy between the 
oration and Xenophon’s narrative. It might appear from the 
former®, that both Iphicrates and Callistratus were present at 
the trial. The language however does not necessitate this 
interpretation, and the presence of Callistratus at Athens is 
fully explained by Xenophon‘ himself, who tells us that on 
Callistratus’ representing to his colleague that, if he returned 
to Athens, he would either send supplies to the fleet or procure 
peace with Sparta, Iphicrates let him go, 

372 B.C. Iphicrates stayed® in Corcyra and the neigh- 


1 Le, pp. 107—113. 4 vi, 3, 3, 
2 p. 1190. ® vi, 2. 87, 38. 
3 p. 1187. 
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making men eeanclale is 
(370 c. August), the mention*® of w 
date. His death freed the Cee m a 
and enabled* the Thebans to turn t it 
to affairs in the Peloponnesus. T here = tk 
Mantinea, the formation of the Ar ent = 
foundation of Megalopolis in the wink "6 
Arcadian democrats had given rise to grea 
motions. The Tegeate oligarchs had ap inp to & 
the ephors had despatched Agesilaus to tl rm istan 
winter 370/369. All these dates are in he 


1 y, Agesil. 28, 
2 vi, 4.17, 18, 5.1. 
3 vi. 5. 4, 5. 

4 ix. 14, 4, 

8 vi. 4. 30. 
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Xenophon and Diodorus. The retirement of Agesilaus to 
Sparta was immediately followed by the first Theban invasion 
of the Peloponnesus, which according to Diodorus’ lasted 85 
days, and which ended while it was still winter’, Le. early in 
369. 

869 B.C. 10 vorépw érer® ie. April 369 (for Xenophon, 
it must be remembered‘, always reckons the year to begin with 
the spring) a new alliance was concluded between Athens and 
Sparta. Then the Thebans made their second invasion of the 
Peloponnesus. The time of year is perhaps marked by the 
arrival and departure of the troops, which Dionysius L. of 
Syracuse sent to the aid of the Spartans: for under the condi- 
tions of ancient navigation they could hardly have arrived 
before May, and according to Diodorus’ they returned at the 
end of the summer. 

368 BC. The words % mapa Avovuciov Sevtépa Bon- 
Geca® fix with tolerable accuracy the next events recorded by 
Xenophon. For Dionysius I. died in the spring’ of 367. 
Their arrival was simultaneous with the congress at Delphi 
summoned by Philiscus, the envoy of the satrap Ariobarzanes, 
If KGéhler’s interpretation be correct, this date is confirmed by 
the inscription® recording the honours voted by the Athenian 
assembly to Dionysius I. towards the end of the archonship of 
Lysistratus, 369/8, which in lines 5 ff. seems to refer to this 
congress at Delphi. The so-called ‘Tearless Victory’® was 
gained this year by the Laced#monians over the Arcadians and 
Argives. 

368-365 B.C. The chronology of the next three and a 
half years is most uncertain. It depends very much on the 
time assigned to the movements of Pelopidas, all of which, 
with the exception of his embassy to Susa, are unnoticed by 
Xenophon. Clinton omits them altogether. Grote departs”, 


1 xy. 67. 5 xv. 70. roi @dpovs Ayyowros. Cf. 
2 vi. 5.50. ert wal yetuaw Fv, Xen. vii, 1. 22, 

* vii. 1, 1. ® vii, 1, 28, 

4 Clinton, forgetting this practice, 7 cf. Clinton. ® OTA. ii. 51, 


postdates the Second Theban Invasion ® vii. 1, 82. Diod, xv. 72. 
and the following events. 0 ef, Stern Le. p. 201. 
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without sufficient justification, from the ancient authorities an 
rearranges them on purely @ priori principles. 

Taking the events as they stand in Diodorus! and Plutarch‘ 
we may accept the date assigned by the former for the arrest 
of Pelopidas and Ismenias by Alexander of Pherz, and for the 
unsuccessful expedition of the two Bootarchs, Cleomenes and 
Hypates to rescue them—viz. 368. Whether i 
expedition for the same purpose is to be put in the later months 
of 368 or in the early months of 367, is a doubtful question. 
Stern® prefers the later date on the ground that Diodorus and 
Plutarch represent Epaminondas as once more elected Beeotarch 
and that the elections to that office usually were held about 
the time of the winter solstice—an argument at this pomt 
without much weight, as the two unsuccessful Boeotarchs were 
evidently deprived of their office and Epaminondas put in their 
place. 

8367 B.C. Assuming the early months of this year to be 
the correct date for Epaminondas’ expedition, we must suppose 
that immediately on his return to Thebes Pelopidas was sent 
as envoy to the Persian court. Not less than 5 or 6 months 
must be allowed for the journey up to and down from Susa, 
and another month or more for the subsequent congress at 
Thebes and for the despatch of the Theban envoys after its 
failure to the various Greek States. This brings us at earliest 
to the autumn of 367; and it is natural to suppose that not 
until all these negotiations were over did Epaminondas* lead 
his expedition against the Achazans—perhaps in November or 
December of this same year. This kind of dead reckoning 
is at this point our only resource, because Diodorus, though he 
mentions Epaminondas’ expedition and puts it, as we assume, 
correctly under the archonship of Polyzelus 367/6, omits alto- 
gether the embassy of Pelopidas to the Persian Court, which 
must necessarily have occupied a long time, except for a bnef 
allusion® in speaking of the exploits of the hero after narrating 
his death at Cynoscephale. 








1 xy, 71. 4 vii. 1. 41. 
2 y. Pelop, 27. 5 xv. 81. 
3 Le. 196. 
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366 B.C. One of the indirect results of Epaminondas’ 
expedition into Achza was the political revolution at Sicyon, 
which finally resulted in Euphron’s seizing the tyranny—pro- 
bably at the very beginning of 366. 

In the next two chapters (2, 3) Xenophon records a number 
of simultaneous events more or less centring round the person 
of Euphron and the little town of Phlius, Euphron’ joined 
the Theban harmost of Sicyon in an attack upon Phlius. The 
Athenian Chares was sent to assist the Phliasians, and after 
various operations the Phliasians began to build a fortress at 
Thyamia. At this point Xenophon introduces a digression, 
describing the further career and assassination of Euphron, 
From vi. 4. 1 it appears that this happened before the 
departure of Chares from Phlius and therefore, notwithstanding 
Grote’s* remark that a year is too short for Euphron’s career, 
his death must be assigned to this same year. Then the 
historian® returns from his digression to the Phliasians forti- 
fying Thyamia rod Xapyros éru mapovtos, when Oropus, at 
the time in the occupation of the Athenians, was seized by 
some exiles. The Athenians summoned Chares to help them 
to recover the town, but they were obliged to content them- 
selves with leaving it in the hands of the Thebans, until the 
question of their claims should be settled by arbitration. With 
the departure* of Chares and the Athenian troops the Sicyo- 
nians were free to recapture their harbour, which Euphron 
just before his death had seized with the help of some Athenian 
mercenaries and handed over to the Laced#monians, 

This date for the capture of Oropus agrees with Diodorus’, 
who puts it under the archonship of Cephisodorus 366/5, 
Immediately afterwards, it would appear from the sequence in 
Xenophon’s® narrative, the Corinthians, Phliasians, and Epi- 
daurians, weary of the long wars, with the consent of Sparta 
made a separate peace with Thebes. This must be the peace 
which Diodorus’ wrongly represents as a universal peace made 


1 vii, 2. 11—23. 5 xv, 76. 
2 x. 26, 6 vii, 4. 6—11. 
3 vii. 4. 1, 7 xv. 76, 


4 op. vii. 4. 1 with vii, 3, 4 and vii. 3. 2, 
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through the intervention of the Persian king. His date for 


it however is to be accepted, viz. the archonship of Cephiso- 
dorus 3866/5, which is further confirmed by his remark— 


modewos KaTEAUOn Tretov pelvas erdv mévre, THY apynv haBar 





aro tav Aevxtpixdy, Leuctra having been fought in 371. 


In this year too arrived' the third reinforcements from 
Syracuse for the Spartans sent this time by Dionysius IL, his 
father having died, as already mentioned, in the spring of the 
previous year. 

365 Bc. The chronology of this and the next year 
presents but little difficulty. We may take Xenophon’s® words 
peta Se TovTO ov TOkA@ botepoy as marking somewhere near 
the beginning of 365, when war broke out between the Eleians 
and Arcadians. To this year we may certainly assign all the 
events recorded in § 12—18; and though it is tempting to 
suppose that the words in § 19 of & ad “Apxades radu rrovoivrat 
adAnv otpateiay eis THv "HXev, it seems better to follow the 
chronology of Diodorus* and to put this second campaign 
together with the capture of Cromnus by Archidamus the 
Spartan king under this same year 365. At the latest these 
events can hardly be placed Jater than January to March 364; 
for Xenophon ought to mean by the words ésridyros *“Ohup- 
miakov erovs* about April 364. 

364 B.C. The Arcadians in the spring® began to make 
great preparations for their celebration of the Olympic festival, 
which would take place in July. 

This was the year of the death of Pelopidas at Cynos- 
cephale, which is fixed with something like certainty by the 
mention of an eclipse in Diodorus* and Plutarch’. This must 
be the eclipse of July 13, 364, 

364 July-362 July. The remaining sections of the 
Hellenica are occupied with the commotions in Arcadia, which 
arose from a dispute over the use of the sacred treasures of 
Olympia, and which culminated in the intervention of the 


1 vii. 4, 12. ® vil. 4, 28. 

3 vii. 4, 12. 8 xy. 80. 

* xv. 77. 7 vy, Pelop. 32. 
4 vii, 4. 28. 


: 





CHRONOLOGY -OF XENOPHON'S HELLENICA. 237 


Thebans and the battle of Mantinea in 362. Xenophon gives 
absolutely no marks of time, so that it is impossible to dis- 
tribute the events, which he records, over this interval with 
any semblance of probability; and no help whatever can be 
gained from the confused narrative of Diodorus’. 

The first event? to which a date can be given is the treaty 
of the Arcadians, Achwans, Eleians, and other Peloponnesian 
states with the Athenians, which is actually extant in an 
inscription®, dated the archonship of Molon ie. 362/1, who 
entered upon office about July 22. The battle of Mantinea 
occurred shortly after the conclusion of this treaty* oitov cvy- 
Koutdys ovens, probably at the beginning of August. Diodorus 
and Plutarch® therefore must both be mistaken in putting the 
battle under the archonship of Chariclides, 363/2, the latter 
even giving the exact date, or rather that of the annual festival, 
which was held to commemorate the victory, as the 12th of 
Scirophorion i.e, about 3 July. Diogenes’ Laertius repeats the 
mistake. The date of the festival seems somehow to have 
been different from the day of the battle, how or why—cannot 
be explained. But the evidence of the inscription, backed up 
as it is by Xenophon’s cirov cuyxouidn must be taken to 
outweigh this strange unanimity on the part of three authori- 
ties, each one of whom would by himself be of but little im- 
portance. 


1 xv. 82, 5 xy. 82. 

2 vii. 5, 1—3. § de glor. Ath. 850 a, 
* CIA. ii. 57 b. 7 ii, 54, 

4 vii, 5. 14. 


G. E. UNDERHILL. 
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uncial, perhaps the finest’ specimen of that class of hand on 
papyrus at present known to exist. The columns contain from 
34 to 36 lines each, at which rate the whole book would have 
occupied a roll of about eight feet in length. There are a few 
accents, breathings, and marks of elision, etc. all by the 
original scribe ; in two cases he has prefixed breathings to the 
second part of a compound word (Aaépxea in |. 425 and 
evpuodeins in |, 453). Punctuation marks are added at the ends 
of lines, and occasionally in the middle (ll, 320, 323, 460, 471, 
477, 484, 485, 490, 496). These have in some cases, possibly 
in all, been added subsequently to the original text. The 
original scribe has also prefixed an arrowhead-shaped mark to 
certain lines, which seems to represent an obelus. The lines 
to which it is attached are lJ, 321 (presumably carrying with 
it 322), 396 (omitted in one Ms., G), 400 (which involves 401, 
both of these lines being athetised by Zenodotus), 458, 
461, 472, 484 (involving 485), and 486. The scholia are 
written in the margins between and above the columns, in a 
small cursive hand, to which are also due the corrections in Il. 
469, 483, 490,492. The presence of this hand is of great value 
in helping to assign a date to the MS., as it regularly uses the 
peculiar form of » which is found (speaking roughly) only 
between the middle of the lst century and the middle of the 
2nd. A superior limit for the scholia is given by the occurrence 
in them of the name of the grammarian Apion, who flourished 
(and was already famous) in the time of Caligula. It is im- 
possible to say how long after the transcription of the original 
Ms. the addition of the scholia took place ; but it is evident 
that the original Ms. cannot safely be dated lower than the first 
century of our era, and palaeographical considerations would not 
justify its being placed much earlier. To that century, there- 
fore, it may be provisionally assigned, and it is unquestionably 
a valuable and handsome specimen of early uncial writing. 

The following is the text of the portions of the Ms. which 
have been preserved. Dots placed beneath letters indicate that 
those letters are only partially legible. All other marks, whether 
of punctuation, accentuation, or elision, are reproduced from the 
Ms, 

17—2 
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Ole) acess eel ook oe: ley aeddar 
DO cea epee aoe yomuevos tep odovo 
Ds aly hd Bee RES mt KTEpea@ KTEploetey’ 


vy emt olwoTa TrOvTOV 
yA 
ee ee eae re padetawv opos attr 


ee yepnv odov euvpvotra Ceus 
ee Ce ete ore pepov em avTuéeva xeve’ 

200 Since ewes '. VTO TEeAWPLA Loa opEeTaty 

Mev KPNTHL eTEehagceV 


rere re eee tap... vov api pe. Opa 


desunt vv. 294-318, ad finem columnae. 


col. 2] ex Twv avOpwrrwy ofev.............645. 
320 eXOeyev’ ovTiva TPWTOV...........2060-- 
> 9 meAaryos peya TOtoy dOe............44. 
avToetes oryvevow eTeL...........5-. 
arr 0r° vu. cuv vni Te i 
eo 8 eBeX..5 mefos Wap..........- eee eee 
325 map 8. ToL... es EMor OL T....... 2. eee ee. 
Anee wees ova Otav 00......-....008- 
Bol ot stccne wus € MW QUT... cee cece eee eens 


desunt vv. 328-386. 


col. 3] vlace kat yauB8poiow ea tpos dw.... Kaha’ 


388 adv ore Swpad u..vTO ayaxNUT..... QVAKTOS 


TWO NEW MSS. IN THE BRITISH MUSEUM. 24! 
owou nouToTO...... voexaT...viav... 
wifey Tapin.a..... NOE ....... 
TOV O YEépwv KPNTH...... OOaTO TON......... 
EVYET atroamrevde yates ne duos ae....... 
395 autTap ere omreia.......... cov 710........ 
> Ob MeV KaKKE............. ovde eka ..... 
Tov 8 adTOU KO... 1. ee eee eee VG asi 
TNNEMAYOV Pl... eer eee cc ccneee 
TONTOUS CU NG os Sree lee eee thee haw SSE A ee 
B00: > POP 0-Gp 60 ich tn tinea es ke ee lade ives 
DS Ob 5EP is C6 hie 5 ho ote hk em ay stews 
ros 6 7 
wt 8 adoxos BE ccc eee eee rece eens 
5 
desunt vv. 405-421. 
Gol 4) .6 5 eee es de Bow .. muBouxoros avnp’ 
a ae axyov pey. Ov.ou... pedaway 
hg dee sas Tapous ayérw Auretw Se Sv ouovs’ 
hs eee coxoov Aakpxe . de... 0 Keder Ow 
doce é¢p . Boos Ypu..v...acw mépixeun’ 
ese cape EV cece cece cece eee ee TE O CLOW 
Seicfehstonlesee tae saves eter ete cores Weenies a meverOat 
ee ee TE See ee eee ee y vowp 
BOO eM cok ie ocle non a tata ene ene Ge w.. ap Rous 
ee Oe ee er eee eee ee on. 
ee ee ee ee ee ee ee € Ya... evs 


desunt vv. 433, 434, sed spatium lis idoneum in margine 


indicatur. 
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eee ee ee ee ee Ta veoTwp 


71, Se a ao €To Toda ) adnvnt 
Dp arsohaochcapacier ea giles ieee, Sor eect Tpiyas ev qupt B.. dev’ 
ee ee nae ree ee eee UTaS mpoBadovto | 
Stet tial Gearcewan ane Gina wget e-ae os Opacupndns 
re ee ee ee ee ee ee oe TevovTas 

B50) se thom Sduprata eee aries oad: Capito aes at § odoAvEav 
Se ee ee ee ee eee QKOUTES 
a ee ee eee ee eee ee ee ee to Ouyatpwv 
ee ee mene a a ere are upubderns 


See ee ee eee ee ee eee opyapuos avédpo. 


col. 5] WAVTA Ke... esse eee cence, Sneha ace uipav 
¥ OUETUNG M0-s cee Sida ees wpobeTnaa. 
kate 6 ems cy..... 0 yepwv €.... Loma owvoy 
460 AevBe* veos de Tap avTov exov TreumwBora xXepar 


> @uTap eTel KATA pp exan Kal oTTAaAYXY eTracayTo 
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+++.ANov T apa Tarra Kat aud oBehoiow eT ..... 
. +. @v 8 axpotropous oBedous ev Yepot......-. 
oauataee de THACuAYOV NOVTEV Kay TOAV..... 

465 .... opos omdotatn Ouyarnp vydniaba. 
++++p ees NoVTEY Te Kat EXploey AIT EAX.... 
.. ht Se puv dapos cadrov Barev nb yeTwv. 
..p acapwOov Bn Sewas abavaroiowv opotos 
. ap 8 oye veorop wo Kat ap etero moleva Res 

470 o 6 eret wrTnocay Kpe VTTEepTepa Kat EepvoarT. 
dawwuvd efopevor’ emt 8 avepes exOdou dpovro 

> olvov evoivoyoevyTes evi ypuceois SeTaEcoL’ 

auTap ere. Toawos Kat edntuos e€ Epoy eEvTO 
Tost Se pulemv npye yepnvios wmmota verTwp" 

475 mawdes emwou are rphepayeot KANT pLYaS LITTOUsS 
fevEal’ ud apwat ayovtes wa tpnoancw odo.0’ 
ws epal: ot 6 apa tov para pev KdAvov nd erfovTa’ 
Kaptradimos 6 éfevEav up apuacw wxKeas tTrovs' 
av O€ yuvn Tain ocLToy Kat owvoy eOnKev 

480 ora te ova edovcr diotpepecs Bacrdnes* 
av 0 apa Thdeuayos Tepixadrea Bynoero Sippov 
map 5 apa veotopions TewoeTpaTos opyaunos avépwv' 
es dehpov 5 aveBa.ive kat Hvia NaleTo yepow’ 

> pacti-ey 5 ehaav’ tw 8 ove axovte TwerecOnv 
485 es medsov' durretny Se mvAov aimu mrodeOpov" 
486 > 08 . . mravnpepvor cevov Cvyov audis exyovTes 
488 €. dipas 8 ixovto SioKxAnos Tote Sopa 


.. +05 optiroyoto Tov adpetos Texe Tatda* 


a. Gas 
490 ¢. Ga de vixr decay’ o Se—ross—srap Fewa Oxxev (sic) 
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490 0 8 apa Eewra Saxev Ludwich, with most Mss., Pap. corr.; 
6 8é Tois map Eeivia Onxev Pap., with PJKA*M*. 

492 qoxit’ éBawov Ludwich, Pap. corr.; roieiia Baivov Pap. 

493 is omitted, with Ludwich and most Mss. 


It will be seen that the variants are not very numerous nor 
specially important; but they are all genuine variants, not 
mere errors of the scribe, and as such they deserve attention. 
‘The MS. indeed was evidently written with great care, and 
consequently its age gives it importance. 

It remains to describe the scholia; and since these are often 
mnutilated and sometimes obscure, they will be transcribed as 
they stand, without punctuation or expansion of contracted 
syllables. The only omissions are a few instances in which the 
mutilation of the papyrus has left only one or two letters of a 
scholium, 


284 KaTerye™ erevyo" amt Nox Kat eva* 

286 xaxewvos ep” 

290 .... Te TpodeovTo ep® Kav atri” 

391 owou dv’ 1’ yidws ev Se[xata@] ad ov yap avectpel aly 
e& tXou Kat odvaceus ovy avTots Sexaroy eros ear t] TH. , 
nour . TagTwy €.. Topt ev dexa et[elow . . (written at ‘i 
of column). 

427 e&* ulev ov al\dou pe” ep* evrere ws aro 7” Spa. mor 
petoyns Opa.......€ 0” amo THS.. AE... ExTTETE KaL 
o” ypntat ou” dio 0” ypamreov (written at top of column). 

tb, oTeT ouK.... 

430 ev np.... 

431 .. To vos bx 

437 edwxe 6 erevta 

438 [ort ayaa To tepetoy aM 

443 ep” ev yepor 
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2. DemosTHENES De Falsa Legatione, § 11—32. 


The early manuscripts of classical authors which have been 
discovered within recent years have all been inscribed on 
papyrus; and some special interest may therefore attach to 
some fragments of a vellum Ms. which appears to be con- 
siderably older than any other extant specimen of that material, 
and to rank in age with some of the papyri just alluded to. 
Moreover, though it is not the oldest extant Ms. of Demosthenes, 
being some centuries later than the papyrus containing the 
Third Epistle (Brit. Mus. Pap. cxxxiii.), it is the oldest Ms. of 
any of his orations, containing as it does a portion of the De 
Falsa Legatione. It therefore seems to require a fuller de- 
scription than can be given in the official Catalogue of Additions 
to the Department of Mss. in the British Museum, in which it 
figures as Add. ms. 34473. 

The fragments now in possession of the British Museum, 
which were acquired with a number of papyri discovered, or 
stated to be discovered, in the Fayytim, consist of four pages, 
forming the two inside leaves of a quaternion. This quaternion 
was the first in the entire MS., and its first page held the 
beginning of the oration. Hach page measured 7} inches by 
64, and contained two columns of small writing, with 36 lines to 
each column. No column is preserved intact, but the four 
interior columns are nearly complete, while the four which stood 
nearer the outside edges of the leaves have suffered more 
severely. The fourth page bears the number $s (=6) in its 
upper margin. The writing is a small, neat uncial, slightly 
uneven in respect of the size of the letters, o in particular being 
consistently small. Paragraphi have been inserted by the 
original scribe in the way familiar in early Mss., below the first 
letters of the line in which a sentence ends; he has also added 
a certain number of punctuation marks in the text itself, and a 
few accents and breathings. A few corrections are made, also 
in the first hand. There is no sign of the Ms. having been 
touched by any but the original scribe. With regard to the 
date of the Ms. it is impossible to be very positive. The hand 
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ANemiou: eret6n Towuy TavTa oN 
revopevov TOVTOU TOTE Kat TOUTO 
to Seiya eFevnvoyortos mept avrou 
TOUS Tepe THS ELpNVNS WpeaBers 

ws Dirsrirov teptrew ericOnrte 
uto Apiotodnpov Kat Neomrondepou 
kat Krnoipwvros Kat Tov addwv 
tov exeOev atrayyeXNOVTMV 

avS oTiovy vytes. yoyveras Tav 
mpeaRewy TOUTwWY ELS KAL OUTOS 
OVY WS THY aTOdwaoopLEVwWY Ta 
tpetepa ovd ws TwV TemirTeEV 
KoTwv Tw. Didier: adrX ws Tov 
gurafovtwy tous addovs: Sta yap 
TOUS Tpoelpnuevous Noyous Kat 

Thv tpos Pidurmoy aréxOevav 
ELKOTWS TAUTHVY TEpL aUTOU Tray 
Tes ebxeTe THY dofayv' [.... | 
eXOwv Towvuy ewor peta T[.... | 
cuvetatre| ... jouvne mpec[...... ] 


Kat ows Tov[..... 1 Rsk one ] 


gurafowey apl.............. ] 


_Kpatny wodda tap[.......... ] 


Kae peypt Tou Seuvpo ef ......... ] 


atro TNS wpwTns mpecBl .... | 

8 
eue youu w [... ]o[.. |pf. Jef ..... ] 
WEMPAKWS GuT[.......... ] 


NwOpis yap TWY AAL.... eee ee eee ] 


249 


250 


col. 2 


$14 


$15 
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neu Mpotepov' aval............ ] 


pat Twy exxrnotw[.......... ] 


27 ee ]vevoew 

ei ee ee ee lon xpovoy eox[ . | 

[ss Batensarecees Jarns : TWS av aptoTa € 
eae ] tHe evpnyne ovx[.. ] 
erro Jvov evpey oup{...... ] 
QU eecceee ees J] eyo O[....... ] 

Pel cna ee See aha eek Jav us A[..... ] 
woul ..... ]rae ovderror av avr[... | 
Nel esi be tata |noac@ar tr ...... ] 

el iain etka ees ] onus Sew[......... ] 
fiestas oan jus teas Bpay[....... ] 


cetera desunt. 


col. 3 (pag. 2) . 


$17 


[.. ]rov nv: ov ev ovy tp[.... ]o 
[.. ]uporovnoavrwy vuwr[..... Jus 
eevee ]s avrov tradw Tovl...... ] 


Beer er res ee |ra mpayl....... ] 
[pide al earned ] tns tronel... 2.2... ] 


4 


19 
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eae Jourar[ . Juor mpos [........ ]é 


eee Je cuveBnoav Bovrol.... |e 
eee jy [. ]utexa axovo[...... ]\’ 
eee Juv neoper[....... le 
eee jutns ts emf .......0.. ] 


cetera desunt. 

[.... ]r@ae cuveBovrevoy pnde 
TauvTa TraGew: -und' avapt@pevous 
eAmriow c& eXmridwy Kat VrooyxeE 
ceo evs TovaxaTov ebay Ta 
TpayuaTa eacal’ Kal eTELca TavTA 
tnv Bovrnv: emerdn Se nKev 7 EK 
TapedOwv Atoyivns ovToot TpwTos 
nov atavtwy’ Kat mpos Aros Kat 


Oewv treipacbe ovvdcapvnpo 


‘pevety cay TarnOn Aeyw Ta yap 


TaVTa Ta TpaypaTa Nupnvapeva 
tpov cat Staderpayta ows TavT 
eaTLy non? Tov peyv atrayyeddeLy 
TL Twy TemperBevpevwr nN TrEpt 


tov ev tne Bovdne pynOevrwy’ et apa 


nudherBnre pn arnOn DAeyeu € 
pe pynoOnvar traymtAnOes a 
mweoxev’ evtre d€ TovovTovs NOYoUS 


Kat THALKAUTA . Kat TOLAUTEaA eXNOVTAaS 


251 


252 


§ 20 


§ 21 
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7) 
aya0a ws atravtas vas ANaBov 


@LYETO? EdN Yap NKELY TETTELKMS 
Dirurrov trav0’ oca cupdheper tnt 
[6 era ] Kae trept tov ev Audixtvoct 


Ee seaeciact ]pe Twy adrAwy atrayTwy’ Kat 


[... ]&nABe Aoyor paxpoy vuuv 


fr sobs pales ees ]Ba[..... Jew virep Dw 
| Aaya ae |rrov edn’ Kar Ta 

Dera staan ea arated ] wpos upas 
eee ]oSero ex Twy eavTwr 
eee ]Bevpevwv dSvdw n tprov 
[eee Wovl ace eee Jovras ouxos Kat 
eee |re{....... Js ovd’ evoyrov 
| Sia ate ieee ]uev trod\vopKoupe 
Eee rere Jutas ywpis tys ar 
Eee ere jxovoecOar’ @comias 


col, 5 (pag. 3) 


sic 
Bew 


§ 29 


Se kat ldXaraids ounfopel . jas [ . ]oo 
Se Ta yYpnuata evompaTroueva 

ov trapa Pwxewv adra Trapa OnBaw 
twy Bovrevoaytwy Thy Katadyn uy 
tov tepov' Sidakar yap avros edne tov 
®irurmov ott ovdev ntrov nocBn 
Kacw ot BeBovAXevxotes Tw Tats 
xepoe mpakavtwy' Kat Sta Tovto 
xpnuatT avtwe Tous @eBaous ese 


Kexnpuxevae axovey d€ Kat Tw 


EvBoewv eviwy edn mrepoBnpue 
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YoV KL TETAPAYMEVwWY THY TrPOS 
THY ToAW oKeoTnTa Pirie > 
ryeyeynuevnv: wet Leys OTL OV 
NeANGaTe nuas w avdpes mpecBeus 
ep ots tretroinabe mpos Pidvrmov 
Tnv e_pnyny’ ovd ayvooupev ort 
vues prev Amditrorw Sedwxarte 
Ditirra @Dirsrmos Se tuys wporo 
ynoev EvBovay tapadwoew evar 
5é Te Kat adro Swwixnpevoy avTwe- 
ov nv mw Tovto ye BovrecOar [...... ] 
Kar yap vuv POovev til........ ] 
Twy ouy mpecBel.............. ] 
ovTw Kat mapednro[ .......... ] 

§ 23 aioe 2 | ee ae ee ee eee ] 

| car Soxwv pyto[................ ] 
avnp Savpacros awe ] 
ceuvws avactal............ ] 
oux edny evdevae [............ ] 
TL Neyev TouTwY wy [............ ] 
amnyyeika: Kat Tapact|...... | 
evOey o & evOev ovt[.......... ] 
kparns. eBowv e&e[.......... ] 
NeuvTwYTES eyAeval......... ] 
eyeNaTe’ Kat OUTE ak] ............ ] 

col.6 ovf.......,.. |v nBovrecbe ddXa 

§ 24 mAn[...Jutos amnyyednes’ Kav vy 


tous Oeous evxos TL TraQew epouy € 
Journal of Philology. vou. xxm. 18 
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Soxette’ Tis yap ay nverxyeTo THAL 
KaUTa Kat TotavTa ececOat mrpocdo 
Koy jyaa’ n tav@ ws ove eorat de 
yovTos TLVOS ] KATNYOpoUYTOS TwY 
TeTpaypeveoy TOVTOLS * TayTa yap 
TAANX ovpas Tote Sevtepa ny Tw 
UTOKELLEVWY TpOTdOKL@Y KaL 

tov edmidwrv of & avriNeyovtes 
oxdo0s adAws cat Bal.|eavia Karte 

gl. ...]ro ravra de Oavpacta 4[.|cKa 


nat o[. .|pepovta edox[e..... ]xOau 


cetera desunt. 

§ 27 

col.7 (pag.4) tauta SveEnrOov [.......... ] tTevos 
Kat ovdevos eXaTTovos [.......]. wa 
THVv OT adwpoKnTos vIrnpyEV 
Mpoaupecty avTov THS ToNLTELAS 
avapvnobevtes ws mpokeBXy 
pevn Kal atrlatos Hv mpos Tov Dt 
ALTTOV* THY peTa TavTa e~arhyns 
yeyovuiay miotw Kat didtav oKeE 

§ 28 wWwnobe? eit et pev exBeBnnev oca 
ATNYYELNE IWPOS bpas ovTos Kat Ka 


Aws exe Ta Tempaypeva dia THY 


col, 8 
§ 30 


§ 31 
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arnbeav x[..] To cupdepoy rye af... .] 
yey[-Juno[. .Je vopeonte ec de [..... ] 


2 a eee |] @v ovros e{.. .] TET 
I ead aed aon sanloun gi gia need a tne |unv 
[isd eee eae hedtae Jr’ exee 


cetera desunt. 


cere ] ov yap et havros ypnobe 
UueLS ELS TA KOLVa TOANAKIS ay 
Opwrovot Kat Ta Tpaypata ert 
gdavra wv n Todt akiovtat Tapa Tos 
adndois* ovde mroddou Se’ eta Dake 
[..] amorwrexe ev otpar Pidrsamos 
[ . Juvnyovecavro d¢€ ovrot TovTo 

Se bn Seu oxomrey Kat opay e ooa 
Ts Tov DPwxewy cwrnptas eme 

Thy wpeaBetay nKev’ TavTa TavTa 
amTwdecay ovtot Kat diepOerpay 
éxovtes ovx ws [...] DPwxeas amrw 
Nece TO Kal auTov moev Sos Se 

pot To TpoBovAEevpa oO pos THY 
eunv atreyyediay erndicaro 7 
Bourn’ Kat Thy paptupiay Thy Tov 
ypavraytTos avto ToTe’ Wa yvwTe 

OTL EYW Lev OV TOTE OLYNOAS YUP 
adioTapat Twy TreTpayyLEevov" 

arr evOus KaTnyopovy Kat Ipoe 


wpov Ta wéddovta’ n Bovdrn de 


18—2 


255 
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[...] <wAvlerca axovery trap epou 


[ticbieis ] 7 exnuncer tovrous 

Eevee re eer: Jecov nEwoev 

leawaeseee aes ] Tour’ ad ov yeyovey 

fete oe a eis |] wawrrore dnow 

[xctencedoets ] mpecBes’ ovde 

[in tetacwraehasnana ete Jatov xareyxeipo 

E catendier asin? Js’ GAA’ outros tretrov 
S32 cseccecuess ] Tots mpwroy pev 

faye at Srateha sos ]eav’ eta To mpoBovrAevpa 


[. Jerupsa mpoPevrcupa 


Patch oae Jrrawvos ovre KANous 
feedrerecun arte cetid Jecov corey Twv mpe 
[eeetias Sates rd ]s BovrAns’ et Se dow 


Collated with Blass’ text (Teubner Library edition, 1885), 
the new codex (which, having been acquired from the well- 
known Viennese dealer, Herr Graf, will be referred to as G) 
shows the following variants. 


$11 dédeKxodor. G: aduxodow B. 
§12 detypa G: Setyu’ B; and similarly throughout. 
as Pirsrroy wéutreayv G: wéwtrey ws Dirsrarov B. 
émricOnre G: érreicOnre B. 
Toutwy els xai, bracketed by B after Vind.,is retained by G. 
elxoTws TavTny G: Tavrnv eixotws B. 
§13 avrov G: éavrov B. 
dv mpoerpyxes G probably, with Q marg.: dy diep elrrov 
etpnxer B. 
elrrev od Tos G probably : obtos elzrev B. 
§14 Bpayeis [ele] G: ele Bpayeis B. 
§19 dav rarnOn G: av adrnOn B. 
arnO7 G, with SLOY : rad 6H B, after Aristides. 
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tovavra G with mss. and Aristides: tocair’ B. 
aya0da G with MSS.: raya0d B. 
ws, with r added above the line, G: aa B, 
§20 ‘“Ayudierioo: G: “Apdixtioow B. 
eireiy wrép DPwlxéwv mpds Pirdir|rov G: om. brép 
Pwxéeorv B. 
éavta. G: avre B. 
§21 apd, which is bracketed by B, is retained by G, with 
all Mss. 
SiddF&ar G: diddonecv B. 
dca TotTro G: ba radra B. 
xpnyat auras G: xpnual’ éavTo@ B. 
§22 Before drz, cai Aéyerv is written, but has been struck out. 
mpos Didutirov tiv eipnyny G: tHv eipyynyv mpos Pi- 
Autrrrov B. 
Pirlrrewt, with éxe/vwr written above, G: éxeivw B. 
wporoynoey EiBoray G: EtBorav wpordoynxer B. 
elvas 66 te G: eivat pévror B. 
Touro rye G: rye om. B. 
§23 «at doxav pyrwp G: Kai Soxadv cai pjteop B. 
oil te muctever|vy nBotrecOe adda wAnv G, with MSS.: 
ovTe TiaTevery EBovrcobe AH B, after Priscian. 
§ 24 worry’ edoxeire G: Euouye Soxeire B. 
tovaidta G: tocar B, with Mss, 
taxa, which is bracketed by B, is retained by G, with 
all Mss, except Y. 
ot & avtsréyovres G, with Mss.: o & dvtivéyov B, after 
Libanius. 
kat cuupépovta G with Mss.: xai om. B, after Cobet. 
§27 ovdevds G: oddév B. 
vripxev G: vrijpye B. 
§30 odrAdKis avOparois, bracketed by B, after Sopater, 
Schol. Plat. Alcib. 11. 147 D, etc., is retained by G, 
mapa trois dddots, bracketed by B, after the same 
authorities, is retained by G. 
elra Pwxéas G: cita cai Pwxéas B, 
atrohwAexe G: arod@rexev B. 
TovTo dé 8% G: todro dy B. 
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tadnOj B from Aristides, avoiding a hiatus; § 19 rovaira G 
and MSS., Tocaira B from § 24(G has rovadra in both passages, 
which will seem to recommend the alteration of the vulgate in 
§ 24 rather than in § 19, especially as tyAtcadra Kai Tovadra is 
the commoner phrase) ; § 23 where adda (MSS.) is omitted by B 
on the authority of Priscian, but since the present MS. is con- 
siderably older than the time of Priscian the balance of authority 
would appear now to be against his reading; § 26 G supports 
the retention of «ai, which Cobet deletes, and proves that at 
least the corruption is a very old one; and § 30 moAAadxis 
avOpdmots and tapa tois ddXots are omitted by Sopater and 
the Scholiast on Plato’s Alcibiades IT., supported by Eustathius, 
all of them authorities later than the present Ms., though 
their concurrence proves the genuine existence of a variant in 
the tradition. In eight instances the evidence of the Mss. is 
divided; in § 13 B, apparently with most Mss., has dy dep 
eltrov eipnxet, S and Q ovrep elzrov eipnxes (S corr. mpoecpnxec), 
Q marg. ov mpoetpnxet, the latter being supported by G, with- 
out making the reading intrinsically preferable to the vulgate ; 
§ 21 G supports the inferior Mss. against § in reading avra 
rather than éavr@ ; § 22 eivas wévroe Kai ddXo B, with SLOY, 
elvat pévTos Te Kal aAXo other MSS., elvas Sé Te Kal adXo G, 
where either reading could be explained as derived from the 
other through the confusion of 8€ and péy in their contracted 
forms ; § 24 guovy’ édoxeire, the express testimony of G, with 
several Mss. (but not 8) appears preferable in point of sense ; 
§ 24 rddXa is omitted by Y, retained by all other mss,, includ- 
ing G; § 30 the addition of the article before Pwxéwy has the 
support of FQ and other Mss., but not of S; § 31 dnaiv S and 
others unspecified, supported now by G, ¢yoe: B, apparently 
with some MS. support, as he does not say that all mss. are 
against him ; § 32 awpdrov pév G and all Mss. except A, which 
omits yéy, an omission which is only desirable if eta 7d mpo- 
Bovxevpa be also cancelled; but for this there is no evidence 
except the occurrence of the tabooed three short syllables and 
the fact that the words are not essential and may easily have 
been added. 

There remain eighteen readings in which the new Ms, 


my 
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into consideration by future editors of the speech, they yet 
present no variations of a startling character. The Ms. is 
singularly free from obvious blunders, and if it had been intact 
it would have been an authority of the highest importance. As 
it is, the main conclusion which seems to be derivable from the 
analysis of its readings is that we have here a confirmation of 
the general soundness of the text preserved to us in the much 
later Mss. on which we have hitherto depended. In this 
respect the new MS. agrees with all the better papyrus Mss. 
of other authors. It is becoming more and more certain that if 
our Greek classical texts have been much corrupted since they 
left the hands of their authors, that corruption must have taken 
place very early, and must have been due rather to the de- 
liberate alteration of editors than to the ignorant blunders of 
scribes. Whethera theory of such alteration on a large scale is 
probable, and whether, if probable, modern scholars are in a 
position to detect its operations with any confidence, are ques- 
tions which cannot be discussed here, and on which the best 
authorities will probably continue to differ. 


F. G. KENYON. 
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[he emendation jacous there proposed by Mr Herbert Richards 
[ cannot accept, though I believe it gives the sense we want. 
But what reason can be assigned for the change of faaovs to 
‘aaas? I propose to read ovcas for facas, and should translate 
is follows; “for I see that among men of experience even 
talamities are most of all dependent upon counsels.” This use 
of ewe with a genitive following is a favourite construction of 
Sophocles, cf. Oed. Tyr. 917, Philoctetes 386 modus yap éore 
Taca Tay ryouuevwv where Prof. Jebb translates “For an army, 
ike a city, hangs wholly on its leaders.” If that translation is 
iupplied to the present passage, it will exactly give what I believe 
(0 be the right sense, And now, lastly, if Sophocles wrote 
»voas, why was the alteration to focas made? Is it not 
ossible that faaas was simply a gloss on oveas, added by some 
opyist who did not understand the passage, but who was aware 
ihat o}eas could be used in the sense of feoas? If this is so, 
t is probable that he was the first to give to the passage what 
1as now become the traditional interpretation, and he ensured 
ihe acceptance of his view by substituting fooas, which can 
only be taken in one sense, for ojcas which admits of two. 


6oTis To? vay Adiov tov AaBdaxou 

KATOLOEY GVOpOsS EK TiVvOS OLwAETO, 

TOUTOV KeXEUW TaVTa ocHnmaively E“ol' 

Ket pev hoPeitar, TovTixAnuw’ vreFeXov 

avros Kal abroi meicetat yap aAXo ev 

aotepyes ovoev, yns & drew aBraBns. 
224—229, 


Prof. Jebb reads vaefeXeiy avrov and translates “I bid him 
to declare all to me. And if he is afraid, I tell him to remove 
the danger of the charge from his path by denouncing himself.” 
If any alteration is necessary, this is probably the best, but it 
seems to me that the passage may be fairly construed as it 
stands if |. 226 is taken differently. I should translate “if 
anyone knows by whom Laius was slain, I bid every one to 
denounce this man to me. And if he (i.e. the guilty man) is 
afraid, having removed from his path the charge (i.e. the being 
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the invidious sense of Evverdas in 330, we may observe that, 
though Oedipus allows the first confession of knowledge in 318 
to pass unchallenged, when that confession is repeated in 329, 
he is by this time so angry that he at once assumes that know- 
ledge is equivalent to complicity. It will be seen that I take 
éxdjvew twice over, first with ov yy mote Tay’, and then in its 
own clause. I should suggest that e/d@ was altered to eirw to 
provide a more suitable verb to govern tapd. 


GAN ov TL pny Eywrye TOD AoLTTOV YpovoU 
Evvoixos Ecoom’, GAA THE TpOs TUAN 
Tapeio euavTiy adiros avava Biov. 

Soph. El. 818. 


Dindorf retains the MSS. reading, which must be wrong, 
nor are any of the emendations proposed satisfactory, though 
Hermann’s £vvoixos eioerp’, which Prof. Jebb reluctantly accepts, 
is perhaps the best. I propose Euvosxos és crow’ as involving 
only the insertion of one letter: avav Siov is strictly speaking 
to be taken with both clauses, but it is naturally kept to the 
end of the sentence to which it chiefly belongs and where its 
position is most forcible. 


ov pu) Tpocoices yeipa, Baxxevoes 8 iwv, 
pnd eEopopkes pwpiay thy oh epoi. 
Eur. Bacch. 243. 


A prohibition, says Goodwin, begun by ov yw) with the 
future may be continued by ude with another future form, and 
he quotes this passage adding “here wd continues the original 
prohibition as if there had been no interruption.” But it is just 
this very interruption which seems to me so very abnormal. I 
do not see how Euripides can have written “ Don’t do this, but 
go and do that, and don’t do this other thing.” The positive 
command between two prohibitions seems impossible. I should 
read idmv for 6’ iwy, a change which only involves the trans- 
position of two letters, and I should take Baxyevoers as the 
plural of Baxyevois, The sense will then be “Do not bring 
your hand near me, you that have looked on Bacchic rites, nor 





NOTE ON THE FOURTH PYTHIAN. 


It has been more than once pointed out how much the last 
verse of each strophe and antistrophe depends for its striking 
rhythmical effect upon the short syllables with which it begins: 
should anyone doubt this, let him take, say, line 177, éworev 
evaivntos ‘Opdevs, and for gworev substitute 7Gey: or in line 
246, TéXecay av wrayal aiddpou, substitute redEav for térerav. 

And in this long ode there are three cases, no more (out of 
_ 26), where the first two short syllables are represented by one 
long one: 31 Sefrv’ érayyédXovts Tp@tov), 54 DoiBos apvacer 
Gépicow, 108 AicrA@ xai ratol rywav. Here the, ear suffers, or 
but for habituation would suffer, as much as in the substitutions 
suggested above. But has it ever been pointed out that in 
each of these cases the long syllable is a diphthong: and in 
each it is possible by merely resolving the diphthong to restore 
the normal rhythm? This can hardly be accidental. I conceive 
then we ought to pronounce the lines thus: 


Séimry’ émraryyédXovTe TpaTov 
@DoiBos apvace Oéwicow 
"Aiod@ Kal Tatot Tysdy. 

Etymologically indeed, as I am informed, the diphthongs in 
question cannot be regarded as dissyllabic: but I cannot see 
that this is any reason why each of the two vowels should not 
have been sung as a distinct musical note. 


1 Mommeen reads déxas from his own conjecture, which no one, I believe, 
has adopted. 


R. D. ARCHER-HIND. 
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Thebes. In their general style they may be compared to Nos. 
21 and 21°" of the Louvre collection (Notices et Extraits, vol. 
Xvill. 2), and two papyri, also at Paris, published by Professor 
A. H. Sayce in the Revue des études grecques vol. iii, 1381. In 
No. 1 John the son of Pistois and his mother Aurelia Martha 
agree to sell to Aurelius Victor and his wife Aurelia Heraeis 
the half of their house for 13 solidi “according to the standard 
of Apollonopolis.” Appended are the autograph signatures of 
the vendors and five witnesses. In No. 2 the names of the 
buyers and sellers, as well as the signatures, are lost. The sum 
to be paid was 42 solidi for a house or part of one, and the 
pasture land attached to it. In No. 3 Pistois, head of the 
monastery of Abba Cyrus, agrees to sell to Zacharias and 
some other person, whose name is lost, one-third of a house, 


bequeathed to the monastery by Tachymia daughter of San- 


snotus. The sum paid was one solidus and a fraction, the 
determination of which is doubtful. At the end are the 
autograph signatures of the vendor and witnesses. With regard 
to the dates of the papyn, No. 1 was written in the reign of 
Heraclius and his son Heraclius Novus Constantinus on Tybi 
8th 6th indiction. As the 6th indiction fell twice in Heraclius’ 
reign, this would suit Jan. 3rd either 618 or 633 a.p. But of 


.these two years the earlier is almost certainly the right date. 


The point at issue turns upon the question, who the Nicetas 
mentioned in line 20 was. The most famous person of this 
name was Nicetas son of Gregoras: he was first cousin of the 
emperor Heraclius, and helped him to overthrow Phocas, 
Nicephorus (p. 5 B ed. Bekker) relates that on Nicetas’ arrival 
at Byzantium, Heraclius avrév domrep adeXghov yvyotov Kal ono- 
Tyov déyeras, and made him “ Patrician,” cf. 1. 21 Nueyra rod 
mavevpyov Kal vreppvertatov matpixiov. Nicephorus does 
not state when he died, but in 630 (p. 15 B) Heraclius caused 
the marriage to take place between his eldest son, Heraclius 
Novus Constantinus, and the daughter of Nicetas, Gregoria, 
jv 8) Kab mpouvnotevedpevos Hv meptovtos ett Tod avThs 
marpos. From this it appears that Nicetas had died before 
630, and therefore, if, as is practically certain, he is the person 
mentioned in line 20, the papyrus was written in 618. There 
Journal of Philology. vou, XXII, 19 
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Before proceeding to the transcriptions, I must thank Mr E. 


Maunde Thompson and Mr Headlam for their permission to 
publish these papyri, and especially Mr F. G. Kenyon for his 
very kind help throughout, 


No. 1, Brit. Mus. No. 210, Mr Headlam having now pre- 


sented his part of this papyrus, as well as No. 2, to the British 
Museum. 


[Tey ovopare tns ayias Kat Cworrotov TpLados Twatpos Kat vLoV 


iv 


2. 


Kal. aylou mTvEevpatos | 


ee Bactneas Tov] 
yadnv[loratov nuwy Searrotrov PrAg Hpaxderov......... 


tlwavr[ns vios Iliorwitos eXays avayywortns ayias exxd- 
owas AsroAXovos] 

Kat» touvt[ov untnp AupnvAta Map8a Obuvyarnp Youpovtos 
€x pnTpos Loduas] 

OPED CVO cron tee e tsa wae dee beetle aes 


Iwavvn[s nar Map@a ou trpoyeypappevoe trapeyovtes utre]p 
[avrwr] 


UMOY P| ODER 6 <b xk. case's se ee be a ws ] Tns viroypadovra 
K[ ae] 

peaptup[as .. 1. eee ee eee ale oxi pap|rupovvtwy Tn 
mapovon BeBaa 

kat atra[paBatw mpacer| TtAupnrLous Bexrope 

viw Aavi[n]rcov TavovBe........ ,..Jes LaBuov Kae 
TN TOVTO 


cuuBiw Hpaeudos ex watpos Zayapias ex pntpos Tepnr 
amo TNS | 

QUTNS TONEWS Yatp/ OmoXoyoupev Nets Ob Tpoyeypap- 
jevot 

Iwavyns nat MapOns 7 Tovto HNTNp ExovTEs KaL TrETTEL- . 
Oo [LEVvOL | 

avev travTos dSoXov nar hoBov Kar Bias Kat ararns Kat 
avayKns 

19—2 





34, 


35. 
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Iliorwiros tov paxapitov eyov pev Iwavyns [r]latpos 
ewou d¢ Map@ns avdpos 

yevToves S€ TNS aUTNS OANS oLKLAS voTOU pUwn SnuooLa 
aTHALWTOU OLKLa TOV | 

KAnplovjouwrv t Kupov Boppa ouxia Tt Bevenp kat puyn 
Snpoota AuBos 

puyn Snpocia es nv avewxtar n Oupa tys auvTns olKias 
n ob 6 av wot 

yecroves trayvtn travtolev Kalas npei[s oo] arrodopevor 
CTOMATL VITHyopevoapev 

TLLNS THS Wpos adANAOUS cuUmTEedwr[nuer|ns Kav TUVA- 
pecaons peratu 

nuov apdotepwy ere BeBaww Kat aperalerw Koyw ypucov 
Soxupou 

vouiopjatiov evos Simoipov fuyw ArroAdwvos yt! xp/ 
va, > g@ovs nvirEep 

TeXclay Tiuny avToOL amecynKapEY Tap ULwV TMV wVoU- 
evo 

amro YeLupos eis yetpas nuwv e€ ovkov tuwv apiOuw Kat 
TAnpnaw oTabuw 

er ovrect [T]ov e&ns viroypadorvtwy pap[tupw|y mpos Tw 
upas TOUS 

wvoupevous evrevOev Kat emt to Sunvexes Kpatew Kat 
Kuplevely 

kat dSeacrotew kata Tay Seomoteas avadatperou Sixatov 
Kat OLKEWW 

xat Sifolixesy Ka ovxodomew Kat avoikodopew Kat exyo- 
pew Kal Tapaywpew 

Kat peTacynmartitew kat exutoOovy Kat evaddaTTEW Kar 
vewecGar Kat 

T@MW Kal yapicacfar Kat TeKVOIS peTadiovaL Kat 
KANPOVOLoLs 

KaTadiraverv Kat Svadoyxots Kat diax[atolyous Kar ypac- 
Gat Tept avTwv 

TpOT® TavTs vuLY apeTKOVTL AKWAVTMS Kat avewrrodiaT@sS 

BeBailo|uy tre xnav arocoSncew Thy tapovoav mpaciw 
dia twavtos 

aro TavTos Tov emeXeVTOoMEVvoU N avTLToLnoomevoU Tov be 
eTeNEVC OMEVOY 
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74. Tavta Ta eyyeypaumeva ws mpoxertas TPAG LaBwos 
Apoidwov aitnGers tap avTns 


75. vmeypaya virep avtTns ypaypata pn evdvins ttPr< 


Apictoparns rron/ vlogs Tov THS paKap/ 

76. pvnuns [..] Godwpov paptupw TH Tapoven mpacet airnecs 
mapa Tov Gepevovt 

77. +t@eodocvs vios Tewpyiov paptup ty talploven mpaces 


aitnGeis Tapa Twv Gepevt 

78. TPA Tlaaz ara Acov mp/.. paptu[pw] ty rapoven 
mpace. aitnbes Tapa Tov Oepevwv 

79. TKupsAdos Llamvoufiov edkays Svaxs waptupw TH mpace 
Kat aitnow tov Pewevwrt 

80. TPA AGPous vos IlavAov paptupw tyde Ty mpace e& 
aitnoews Tov Gewevort 

81. 5 ewou Hpaxderdou eypadnt 


Notes on No. 1. 


land 2. These lines, as the space left in the papyrus between 
ll. 2 and 3 shows, belong to the introduction. It is doubtful how 
many lines are lost before 1, but as ev ovowar: «.r.A. only requires 
one line (see line 67), it is not necessary to suppose the loss of more 
than one, «xa: p|: the usual formula, when expressed in full, con- 
tinues after ev ovopati x.7.X., Kat THs SeomowysS nuww THs GeoroKov Kat 
acvrapevov Mapias kat ravrwv rev aywv Baoweas «.7.A,, but if pl... 
be the beginning of the name Mapuas, the order is not the ordinary 
one. 

2. We should expect the date to follow the mention of the 
emperor, as is the rule in law documents of the Byzantine period, 
see Justinian Novella 47, But in line 68 the date is given: cf. the 
custom in the first 3 centuries a.p. of putting the date at the end. 
So perhaps it was not given here. Possibly the younger Heraclius 
was mentioned, as in line 19, 

3 and 4. ‘These lines can be restored with tolerable certainty 
from the signatures at the end of the papyrus, 

5. Probably oppwpevoe amo rys......cwpyns (or modews) vow de 
THY oLKnow exovTes ev Avo\Awvos avw rode, For this formula see Dr 
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No. XxXvill.) quotes y as a sign for } and pap. Brit. Mus. No. 119, 
line 42, has o’ for the same fraction. The two short strokes below 
the line appear to belong to the a not to the fraction. ove = povov. 

43. mAnpnow for mAype. 

67. ayo =ayov. Cf. No. 3 passim. 

69. «Aax=cayurros, This and the two following lines are 
written in rough uncials. 

70. ayuas exxAyouts AzmodAwvos. We should have expected 
7oAews to be expressed, but the town is spoken of simply as “ Apollo.” 
Cf. Guyw AmroAAwvos. 


74. ®Ag = PAaouvios. ron/ =mokirys. pakap/ = paxapwas, 

76. Perhaps [IIv|@odwpov, but the @ is doubtful. 

77. @enevt. The final -wy is left out for want of space. 

78. p/, if this be the correct reading, = rpeoBurepos. The next 
two letters look like a @ or oand p. The stroke after rp may be an 4, 
so that the whole possibly forms a proper name. The faded ink 
adds to the difficulty. 

79. €Aaxg Siaxg = eAax(ioros) Siax(ovos). Kat” = Kara. 


No. 2. 


Be ace, cabws nuers ot atrodouevor ojr[olulalz[e varn]- 
ylolplevoa]u[e]y tens 

2. THs mpos adAndous cuuTedwr|nulevns Kat cuvapecacns 
peraku 

3. nuwv apdotrepwv em BeBaiw kale alyeraferw Royo 
ypucou Sokipou 

4. voyicpatav teccapwv Simoipov Cuyw AmodXwyvos yt! xp/ 
v’ 6, > move nviTrep 

5. redevav Tiny avtobs arecynkapev Tap vuwy Tey wrov- 
Mevo@V 

6. aro yetipos evs yeipas nuwr e€ o1xov vuwy apiOuw Kat 
aTaGpo wANper Kat 

7. PBeBawoower imi tyvde THY Tpaciw Kat THY vouny Tracy 
BeBatooe 

8. da warTos aro mayTos Tov emeNevoopevov  avTitroLn- 
gomuevou Tov Se 

9, emeNevcopevoy n avTiToLncOMEvOY Trapaypnua nels ot 
TET PAKOTES 
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29. npyov [«]A[npovoluwy eb wm nuas [......]¢ tev n TouT 
akupor eval Kat 
30. avicy[v|pov aml[.......5. jouerny Kat emt TovTw wpo- 
LoynrapevTt 
Notes on No, 2. 


1. Cf. No. 1, line 38, from which I have filled up the lacunae 
here. As far as line 27, No. 2 closely resembles No. 1, though the 
order of some of the formulae is different. 

4, ye! x.7.A. = -ye(verar) xp(voov) vo(uurpara) 45. Cf. note on No, 1, 
line 41. prove = povov. 


14, smouceojte = avouKodojie( tv). 
18. al vo }reAecet. Cf. No. 3, line 33, avroreAcon deoworats. 


22. eudepou/ = eudepope(vwr). 

23. The lacuna is filled up from No. 1, line 62, The first ewar 
here is superfluous. 

27 sqq. Usually the formula as ra mpoyeypappeva x.t.r. is fol- 
lowed immediately by the signatures, I have been unable to find 
any parallel to the present passage. The last four lines of this 
papyrus, which is made up of more than 50 pieces, are very frag- 
mentary, and in some places have been rubbed. 


No. 3. Brit. Mus. No, 211. 


OSCE ee Pr’ Hpaxreov] 


p v 
1. [«a]e Hpaxdevo veou Kwvorar[twov twv aiwviwy avyouve- 
Tov | 


2. avToxpaTopwy Tempaxevat on|wepov aor Tw 7) ployeypap- 
peva Zayapial 

38. xata thvde thy eyypadov wviak[nly acdadrelay Kar 
KatayeypadnKevas | 

4, @viaxw vouw Kat TANpecTaTw TayTt Seotorteltas Sixatw 
eT atwvia| 

5. K«aToyn amo tov vuy emi Tov e&ns wat aele arravta bun- 
vexn xpovoy | 


6. To avnxov kat Stahepov Tov avtov ayio povacrnpiov] 
tlapa] 





26. 


27. 


43. 


44. 
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ovxias THS pakapias Tayupias aro edadov axpt aepos 
Kat TlavTw@y Tov| 

KOLVOVijLAL@Y TOTOY KaL THS eElcodov Kat efodov Kat 
avodol[u Kat xaBodov| 


. KaTa TO AUTO TPLTOY MEpOS KpaTety KaL KUPLEVELY Kat 


Seorofe:[y cata trav] 

Seorrorevas avadatperov Sixatov Kat okey Kat Svoirecy 
[eae petacynuaritery | 

KGL OLKOOOMELY KAL AVOLKOOOMELY KaL EXYMpEW Kat Trapa- 
yopely Kar exutrOovy] 

Kat evaddaTTEW Kat Toe Kat Yapicadat Kat TeEKVOLS 
peraci[dovar Kat KAnpovomors| 

katadwravew Kat Siadoyous Kat Staxarous Kat TravTa 
am\[ws exe tpatrew| 

e7 avT®@ ocd VOLOL eTlTPeTOvel TOLS aQuTOTENEot deoTro- 
Tais [Kupims Kav] 

aveTixk@AuTws Kat BeBaiwow cot TavTHY THY Tpact 
[kat atrocoBnow| 

Sua TavTos ao TavTos TO EeTEeAEUTOMEVON N aVTLTTOLN- 
a[owevov Tov de] 

eTENEUTOMEVOY 4 AVYTLTOLNTOMEVOY Tapaypnua eyw o 
mlempakws ...... ] 

] Kal TavTas TOUS MET E"“OU OLKOVOENCAaYTM@Y exoTHOW 
[kat exdixnoo| 

Kat avoooBnow Kat KaSaporomnow tavTny thy [w|placw 
itors pov] 

avahopace Kat KwdvyM KaTa TOY TepL mparens Kat 
BeBalia@cews vopor | 

ev Se acbevnooims Tepe Thy exducnow Kat xalaporroin- 
[ow TavTns Ts] 

MPATEWS ETOLWMS EXYW TapacyxeW cor THv eyxer[plelv]nly 
Tiny ev Siro | 

Kar ec Tt 8 av havens avarwoas eis Te iAoKadav Kat 
e[Tepay emipmenccay | 

kat avta ev Sumy TocoTntt meTa Kat Tov pndev toyveL 
kata [Twv eudepopevor | 

™ Tapovon mpacet adr’ eb w avTny Kat Tay jepos 
alur}n[s] «{upuav evwae ra] 
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2. Cf. No. 1, ll. 21 and 22, Zacharias, see 1. 24 below. This 
papyrus corresponds to line 24 onwards of No, 1, and, from line 19 
onwards, to No. 2. Hence most of the lacunae can be filled up. 

6. Perhaps something more has been lost at the end of the line, 
but it is quite possible that rapa was so written as to fill up the 
space. 

7. amo is unnecessary, but it is found when the phrase recurs in 
line 22. 

8. Perhaps wep. has been lost, or else some phrase like em 
Aavpas ; cf. No. 1, 1. 28, ev rw vmware THs Toews ert Aavpas Torwbwp. 

9, ~at the end of a word after o means v. Cf, car” = xara in 
No. 1, 1. 79. 

10, Kotwovtyytcwyv: the correct spelling is xowwviptawy. 

12. <A Pistois is mentioned in No. 1, |. 69, etce., where he is said 
to be the father of John, the “reader” of the church at Apollo- 
nopolis. But as in line 34 of that papyrus he is spoken of as dead, 
and the papyrus was written in 618 near the beginning of Heraclius’ 
reign, it is not likely that he is the person mentioned here, 

13. Some word expressing “legacy” is required to fill up the 
lacuna, 

15. Some word meaning “advantage” has been lost. 

16. Possibly avAys is the word required to fill up: there is only 
space for a few letters. 

17. avewxra: x.t.A.: the construction as it stands is very abrupt: 
probably «as nv, referring to one of the puyat dypocrat, has been acci- 
dentally omitted before avewxra. Cf, No. 1, 1. 37, 

21. y: this is the ordinary sign for 3 obols, which is here 
transferred to the notation by solidi and xepdrua. It may possibly 
mean 3 or 4, but until a parallel instance turns up, the point cannot 
be decided. Cf. Brit. Mus, No. 27, where F, the symbol for 4 obols, 
appears to be used for 4 xepapia, and no. 99, line 21, where the 
symbol for } obol is used for } xeparwov, At the end of the line avrov 
or epyevov perhaps should be supplied before tprrov. 

24, This is the only place where more than one buyer is spoken 
of. Cf. 1. 23 tov wvovpevov, and |. 34 BeBawwow cor 

27. Read xowuviptawy torwy. 

32. duaxaros: a slip for duaxaroyxots. 

34. [wou arogoBnaw|. Cf. No, 1, 1. 52, BeBaovy re kar amroco- 
Byoew ; but No. 2 in the parallel passage, line 7, has racy BeBaweei, 
which is also possible here, 


A COLLATION OF FROM TWO TO SIX MSS. OF 
THE REVELATION OF ST JOHN. 


[THE following collations are referred to by Dr C. R. Gregory 
in his Prolegomena to Tischendorf’s Greek Testament (Vol. 11. 
Pt 2, Leipzig 1890). The author of them, the late Reverend 
W. H. Simcox, is mentioned on p. 680 in the following terms: 
‘Mors Simcoxii praematura eo magis nobis lugenda est, quod 
Apocalypsis codices hoc consilio pro viribus conferebat, ut eorum 
familias definire posset.’ Unfortunately no notes have been 
found of Mr Simcox’s attempts at the genealogical classification 
of the Mss.: but New Testament scholars will welcome the 
publication of the collations themselves. References have been 


inserted to Dr Gregory’s Prolegomena, where some account of 


the mss. will be found; but with this exception the collation 
is printed as nearly as possible in the form in which the author 
left it. EDp.] 


Cod. 68 [=Greg. 68; p. 680] Vaticanus 1904, here called u; 
collated throughout, ie. for i. 11—ii. 20, 
iii, 16—vi. 9, vii. 17—ix. 5, xxi, 18’— 

xxii, 11, 
72 [= Greg. 72; p. 680] Chisianus R. rv. 8, here called 
v; collated for 1. 1—ii. 17 tolerably com- 
pletely (but see ii 20), iii, 18—iv. 11 
hastily, and glanced at in v. 1, 9, 10, vi. 
_ 1, 3, 5, 7, 11, vii. 5—8, viii. 13, xxii. 

14, 21. 

1] am almost certain that this ws. does not contain xx, 1 sqq. Scholz’s 


reputation for accuracy would stand higher than it does, if he had never made 
a worse mistake than to misread xx. 1 for xxi. in transcribing his notes, 


Journal of Philology. vou. xxtt, 20 
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eis @varerpa] ev Ovarteipots v, cio Ovathpac y capone y* 
diraderdiav vwy aodikiay v wu incipit Sixecav' xal é 
12 +€xei post eréotp. © €édaddnoe] EXaAnoER ¥, EXAAH BY, 
éXader WWE 13 tov érta AvyMLaY] TOV AVYMdY WY, TOY 
ém7a AUYVIaY TAY ypvTm@y uU _—vi@d Vidv um, Vidv in viw Muta- 
tumv mpos}éevu  pacrtois| patoia wz 14 Aevxal] 
Aevkal eal v, et puncto inter duo verbainsertou cel] ac u 
Post épvov punctum habet y,+ «al rd évdupa avrod® = — 
ante droF w 15 eddis avrov buon yarxo Ai8avav. Sed 
ejusmodi errores plerumque non notavi 16 éywr] ciyer u, 


Syov y —_ avtod yeipi] avtod tantum v, yeipt avrod wwyz 
—o ante iALtos w 17 éreca] érecov vw mpos| emi v 
éréOnne] EOnxe x, EOnkev u —s thw ‘SeEidv avtov yelpal thy 
xetpa avrod tH 6. z, at tH» SeEcav avrod tantum uz = — poe 
uweyz 18 —Tav aiovey «; in y ea excurrunt in mar- 
ginem —apnv vay dou cat Tod Gav.) Gavatov Kai Tod 
a&dovurz 19+00v postypdyrovuwy yiveoOar)yevérbar vwze 
20 dy] ods v, ob0 y = ai Eta Avyvias as eldes, Eta)]—as 
eldes u, —aiv; Avyviat ai éwra w (non repetito érra), 

Il 1— Te ayyédko w "Edecivns] ev edéow wway (ev 


ede est in rasura) 2: édeciwv v +ke ante o xpatav u 
+ yerpi post defiad w év wéow] eri v, omittit y, sed ubi 
debuit esse superscriptum est éwi ra vel tas 2— cov post 


Komov wz  fBactaka: vy éreipacw]| émeipacac wy, érré 
(tum in altero versu) paotacasv ack. elvas arrocrtoAous| 
Myovrac éavTods atrocroX\ove eivar wwwayz  avTors] To’s W 
3 ¢Baot. Kai irr. Eyets, Kal] bropovny yews Kal ¢Bdetacac ux, 
—Kxai post éyeo tantum w; é8amrricac’ (-rrncas ¥) Kal vr. 
éxers, omisso Kal, vy, ¢8act. Kai dia TO Ov. wou UT. exes 2 
KexoTriaxas Kal ov Kéxunkas] Kal KexoTiaxac (o in « mutato) y, 


Kai KexoTlaxes V, Kal ovK éxoTiacag UWweazZ 4 AX] adAd 
uss  &yw] éywv w, Mox idem pro rpoérny scribit ac” Hu, et 
similiter @ in y. 8 5 moder] 60ev v éxtrémt.| mérra- 


Kas uxt, prnpoveve...[éx]rérrw@xas omittit w Taxer] Tayv 
uvwy, nec certum habeo de zz aliter esse py (ante pera- 
vonons) in ¥ primo omissum erat, sed a pr. ut credo m, insertum 
T ovs| votv v = =—s vee te] vixovtse vw hic etv.17 —ypéom @ 
20—2 
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uaz, — Odrya OTe Gs ¥, —cov Odiya OTL easy = as] aheion wwez, 
neque aliter credo +cov post yuvaica uwz, nihil 
addunt vry  iefaBerwway,ietaBed vz  Thv Aéyovoar] 7) Aéyer 
uwaz Inu folium finitur ad éav, et desunt omnia usque ad 
ili, 16 SidacKeww Kai tAavacOa| cai didaoKer Kal mrava 
rove «az, cal didacKe kai wrava vwy. Hos tres etiam credo 
rods habere, ad id non notavi _— id. gary.] hayeiv eidwdobuTa 
wayz. v volgatum habere credo 21 petavonon] -ce z 
éx THs mw. avThs, Kal ov perter.] kal ov Oérex (OéAn @) pe- 
Tavonoa. éx Tis wopveias avTHS wxz,—Kal ov peTevonoey Y 
22—eyo vwryz  avTav] aris vez 23 amexrevo w 
24+ éyaanterXCywe xai(ante Aor7rois)| rots vwrys Ovarn- 
pos vwy kat oitives] boot w, at oituves (sine xal) vary 
Babéax Bara] BadrrAr(@ wwey = bas] Neds wx 25 av 
hEw| avoi—Ew « 27 ws] Kai v cuvtpiBetat] curtpiSnce- 
Tat WL Tapa] ato w 28 actépav «, mpoivor 2. 


III 1+éra ante mvara vwryz —7d vwayez ort] 
Kai @ Gcio y*, Hv 2 otnpiEov] otnpiEwy y*, oTnpicov 
xz, THPHTOY Ww Ta Nora] Ta mixpav péAret] Ewedrov wy, 
Hueres V, pedeo x, éwedres 2 arrofavety| amoBad ety va, atro- 
Bareiy z + pov post @U waz 3 — Kal Koveas, Kal 
Thpet x, at— «al ante type tantum v — eri ce primo wy 
4 “Eyes odiya] “AXX’ eyes odtya waz, AA ordya Exeus ¥, Kal 
(hoc deletum est) yess oAtya y —xai ante ev Lapd. waz 
a] of v 5—o vixav y ovTos] oUTwS Zz éFouon. | 
Gmoroynow vwy 7 prraderdia y, piradedpécas v (quamvis 
€év praecesserit) § «AeidalKAeiy az  xdeies (prius)] KAe/oer 2, 
Krelovw = «Aelec (alterum)] KAelmv vy,dKAci@v Ws avooiryec] 
Ita v, dvolyor w. In wz autem totum locum ita legimus: 6 
avoiy@v Kal ovdels KAEioeL auTHV, ef wy 6 avolywv' Kal ovdels 
avoife. 8 nvewypevnvy kat (ante ovdeis)| fyvway  +ov 
ante pexpav w 9 did@ps] Sidmpuat cos v; est rasura trium 
fere litterarum inter i et dwuc in y = i8ov (alterum)] «at vy 
newor| HEover wy* TpocKUYHTOVoW W, Y Vero -waowy ex cor- 
rectura pro -ovo.v habere hic non tam certum est 10 zrv- 
pacpov (et multa ejusmodi) v THS OlK. GANS] THY olKoUMEernY 
GAnv Vv 11 —'Idov vay 12 — xai €€w...1roNews TOD Meod 
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tum habeo ai] Ita w, &@ y ~— elot ta] eiot y, elow uve 
6+ ¢ ante Gdd\acca wwe técoapa tha] § fda y, toa téo- 
capa w opParpadv]| obGarpois w —xai ante dmicGev v 
7 ro & rd wpdrov] ro mpadtov Cdov w _— ov Ita aw, sed éywr y 
—To ante mpdcwrov ux ws avOp.|) avOpérov uz — feov 
post réraprovu sm merouevm we 8+ 7a ante récoapa uw, 
sed non vay: y habet d xaé’ éavrd) cadév abraév éaroc u, 
kal’ év avtév wy, xabev tantum va _—_ etyov | éyov uva, éxywr Y, 
eye w Punctum post cv«AoGev habent wy yewovra| Ita v, 
yeuovow wey op0arudr] opParpovc w et per compendium v 
AeyovTa] Neyou w, Aéyovres wey et per compendium w ayoe 
novies wu, sexies (per compendium scriptum)# —0o @eds w 
—o ante épydpuevoo y* ut videtur 9 dwaover] Sdcwce y, 
daa. we  +Téocapa ante fa u 10 etx. kai Tréoo.] 
eixooitéccapes uve, KowWY  —éverov Tod Kab.,..Tdv alover Y 
mpockuvovat| mporkuryncover wwe Barrover] Ita w et ut 
credo y, sed Badovou wer 11 Kpie] KE 6 OS Hudy vwy, 6 
Kuplog Kal o Ge jody o &yvoo u et pluribus compendiis « 
eioi| 7oav x. Huc usque ve aliquatenus collati sunt. 

V 1—xai ante cidov w = dria Dev] Strio ev y, qui punctum — 
habet ante éow@ey, non post émucOev: éEwOev wow oe 
pro éwta w 2+ év ante dovi wu éotiv a&,| déwo tan- 
tum y, d&wo éorw uw 3 édvvaTro U +dvo post 
ovpava® u —ovde] ovTe ter u 4—éyoy Todrda] odd ww, 
Toko Y¥ —Kkal avayvevat ww 5—av ww: habet y (0 
et altero versu o dv) AaBid] 646 y, david u, rod 645 w 
avoiEa|oavolyovu —Ddcarwwy —értaw 6 — Kai 
isov wy: habet wu 6 pro tescapwy y +xal ev perw Tod 
Opovov cai Tay Tecoapwrv fawv post amv u; sed punctis haec 
Sirtoypadia notata est = éatnx@s pro -Kos y* f pro érra 
bis y —xai ante ddracuode (sic pr. m.) ¥ oi] du 
—énrta tertium Tod Qeod mveipara] wvata tov OU wy 
Ta amreoT.| aToaTeN Opera u T—Td BiBrXiov wy ~=— 8 e- 
KooLTETa. | «bd wy évecav y* KiGapas|] KiGapay wwy 
eiow ail eto u 9 ddoveor wwy (-ov bis in fine et in initio 
versuum y*), quamvis in wy vocalis subsequatur dv caw] 
KaLvnY won U TO Oe@ yas] Ita w: judo TO ed u,—TAH 
Bead v 10 jas] avtovc wwey Bacirevcouer] Bacr- 
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€500n avToia ExdoTw sToOAy AcvK? y et (nisi quod édHAn auvrys) v, 
€500n avTols oTOAN AEvK?) avarravowvtTat| dvaravcovTat Ww 
TAnpwocovTat| TANPwToVeL W, TANPwWowoL LY, TAIpa@aocy ut 
videtur (=7Anpw@cwct) v atroxteiverOat] amroxréverOas w, 
atwoxtavecQa. vel -«craiverGar y* 12+ «ai ante ore 
Hvorkas yy —idovwy  +6Am post cedAnvn w 13 érecov 
wetexcorrecturay Badrer]amroBa\Xkexw  —meyadou y* 
+o ante ovp. wy dmey. ws BiB. eird.] etrelceto (vel eiduo- 
couev) ws BiBdlov y* ei\kooopevoy] eiALooomevor W 
15 wr. wal of yir.] yidiapyot Kai of TAOVELOL wW duvarol| 
isyvpoiw —ras ante édevd. w 16 wécarte w. 

VII 1 clSov téca.] tov 8 y +xal ante xparodyras w 
8" pro técoapas ante dvéyous w 2 avaBavra)] avaBai- 
vovta wy  adpayidal odpayidas y 3 dypis ov odpay.] 
ayps oppayicwper Y, aypis av oppayiowpev w 4 tov ap.| 
Tav apiOuav y 5 Post iovéa, dwdexa plene scriptum ha- 
bent wa: sed postea undecies 48’ w, Cum povBip, dadexa 
ponit «, postea 8’: vy semper d@dexa.  ‘“PovSyv] povPip vel 
-Bip wa et ut videtur y, pov8np v 5—8 A vad usque ad 
imond novies deest éoppayicpévor in wy,in v decies deest, a yad 
usque ad fev., in # legimus post iovda dHdexa yirsades (es 
compendio) éodpayioévas, tum deest éodp. semper usque ad 
Beviapiv. Praeterea desunt ['aé,’Aorp et Ned@adw sed in mar- 
gine suppleti sunt + al ante é« ¢. donp et ante éx ¢. ta- 
Bovey y pavacisimplici cy 9—avTovw éoT@Tes] 
éora@tag WwW  tepiSeSdnpévor| meptBeSrdnpévove w, -voe Y 
doivixes] hoivixag w 10 xpafovres] xpatover y, kpafovar 
Kpavyn Kal w kal. ...jpov)] To OG Hudv TO KaOnuevw eri 
Tov Opovov w, TAt OG judy nN. TO KAOnpévw evi TO Opovar Y 
11 éortHKecav| cioriKevoav y, eioTHKnoaY Ww erecay y 
mpocwroy| ta mpocwra w —71 ante evyap. y* 12 De- 
sunt omnia post prius duyv in w 13 ocrodas Tas NevKas] 
ANEvKaS OTOAAS, W 14+ ov postxewy — elaré wou] elrev w 
oToAas avroy alterum] avtas wy 15 + «ai ante 61a TodTo w 
oKnvece:| KaTacKnveceL W 16 mewacwow et Supyjoaw y 
— ér: alterum 7 — fjAos ovde Tay xadua inter duas paginas w, 
Hic prope in commentario est ovdé un wéon...rdv xadua, sed 
id in textu non nisi casu omissum videtur. Idem postea bis terve 
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versum scriptum est, sed ut credo a pr. m. 8 —ijoav w 
10 — Hv wy 9 é€ovola avtar] €Eovciay w 11 é¢’ av- 
Tov] éw avTav uy Imperitus quidam in y supra Tap (sic) 
ayyeXov tHe scripsit Saiuova et alibi ejusdemmodi alia, quae 
passim exscribere haud placet ‘ABaddav] aBBaddy vel 
aBaadey, ut in nota ad marginem, y: a8Bader w Kai ev] 
év dé w Supra a7roAdv@v superscriptum est POeipwr in 
12 amjrOev] wapnrOev w —érc y 13 —Tecocapav w: 
habet y + xexpaydroo post xepar. w 14 = pro é&r@ 
y*, ut videtur Os eye] 0 €ywv wy Uterque ante haec in- 
terpungit, ita ut scribae “Qui tubam habes” intellexisse 
videntur 8 pro téooapas et -pes hic et in v. 15 y 15 7- 
Tolpacpuéevot| Ero. y* ut videtur, tpontoywacpévos WS + THD 
ante 7épav w = + épow post TpiToy w 16 + rév ante 
oTpaT. wy Sv0 pup.] Suopupiader — «kal ante jKxovea 
wy. In y vero aliquid scriptum erat quod nunc celat "H«: non 
credo tamen «ai unquam adfuisse 17 — avrdv post cro- 
patrov y* 18 vo] do y, aro w +mAnyav post 
TpLoVv WwW amrextavOnoay in y tres ultimas litteras erasas 
habet, ita ut avrextav@n restet. — €k TOU...€K TopEevopevou 
y*: id addidere duae manus (ut saepe factum est) altera supra 
versum, altera in margine —éx ante Tod xamrvod w: habet 
autem ante Tow Geiov TOU extrop.| Tav €x Topevoméevarv W 
(sed wy bis per compendium) 19 ai yap...cicw] 4 yap 
éfovcia Tav immwv, év TH GTOWaTL aUT@Y éeoTL Kal ev Taio 
ovpaio avrav w: ‘H (hoe in litura) ydp éfougla ai’rav. év 
TOL CTOMATL AVTOY EoTiV. Y 20 otre (ante perev.)] ov w 
+a ante eidora wy —Ta ante Aiwa w Suvaras] 
dvvavTar wy 21 KrAeupaTtor] KALaToY WwW 

X1-arow — ipislipww + avtod post Keparas y 
— Kal TO TpdcwTov...7odes avToU y* 2 BuBrap.] BiBru- 
Sapiov ws tH Oar.) THS Oadaoons w —s THY yv] THS ys wy 
3 —éxpakev...cal bre y* ai Era] € (omisso ai) y 4 dre] 
bcaw = —Tas hwvas éavTaY wy MENOV Y — poe wy 
£ pro érra y pay Tadra ypawys) peta tadta ypddeo y et 
per compendia w 5 + 7Hv detdv post avtod w 6 —Tav 
aimver y —Kai TH ynVv Kal Ta ev avTH y, at w post ovpa. 
habet «ai tv yhv Kal ta év avrois (sequitur cal tiv Oar, 
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*Eyévorto...rob Xpictod avtoi] éyévero 7 Bacideia ro Ko 
nuov lu Xuw. y volgatum habet nisi quod —ai: sunt autem 
rasurae trium fortasse litterarum ante et post 7uev Baot- 
Aevoer] Bacidrever w 16 xd pro etx. cal réoo. wy = 078 
ante évwrvoy y emecov w et corr, y 17 + per post 
Ge w —xkaio épy.y 18 Bis scriptum est, et in calce 
unius paginae et in vertice alterius, eal 7AGev 1) opyn cou Kai o 
Kaipos Twv vexpov: et hoc quidem non incuria, sed quia ita 
cum commentario cohaeret. Confer tamen ad vii. 16 — Kal 
ante toils poB. wy — kai ante diapOetpar w 19 ¢, «ai 
Bp.| Bpovrai cai dwvai w 

XIL1—-yny Ume xatw duobus accentibus w + 82’ 
ante aotépar w dwdexa] 1B’ w, Sexadvo x 3 Est in y 
unius litterae rasura post dAAo = updo simplici p wy  £¢ pro 
émta priore y xépata Séxa] Sexa Képata w dad. érr.] 
érra Siadjuara w, dadivara (in pr. m.) tantum 4 — roi 
ovpavod y = Car rnxev y*, KaTedayn W 5 dppeva] dpoeva y 
—évy —avTisw  +posante tov Opdvor w 6 + éxet 
Tov post Eyer w amd] vmow ack: pro yA, diax. é& w 
7 In y ante avrod prius, tertia manus wer inseruit. Et hoc 
quidem fieri potest ut ita legendum censuerit: sed id rem in 
dubium vocat, quod hic et alibi (vid. ad ix. 11) haec manus 
insulsa quaedam superscripsit: cum quibus hic totus locus 
legeretur o dpyay. wryand Kal of ay.oe dryyedor of eT avdTov 
eToAepnoayv Kata] wokeuAocat wera wy: in y autem est rasura 
ante mokeu., ubi rod potuit scriptum esse 8 ore] ovde w. 
In y est unius vel duarum litterarum rasura post roros _eup. 
avT.| avtav evpéebn w —ére wy* 9 o ante dpyaio 
est supra versum in y, sed ut credo a pr. m, —o ante 
catTavac w, quamvis in commentario sit ¢«( de wera tod apOpov 
Keirat 6 catavao «.t.r. In y est duaBoroc. Kai o Catavac 
— per avtod é8rnOncay w, — eT avTod y 10 Ante pe- 
yadnv in y est erasum €« ToD  éyoucay ev TH ovp.] ev TO 
oupava Aeyovcav wy = kateBr.] EBANOn w avTar| avTovs y 
et per compendium w — naar ante 7uepac wy 11 dia 
(ante toy Aoyor)] wera w 12 —Tois Katotxovo. wy 
tmas| nude. oy 13 His] ettis w 14 + ai ante dvo 
wy mérntat] wéTaTae w, TéTiTae ub videtur y*, wérerax vel 








A COLLATION OF MSS. OF THE REVELATION, 299 


w 4 —eiow ante of axon. y dou | dros w 5 do- 
dos] Wevdos wy eiciv...@¢od] ciou~:~ tantum w, eiciv, y 
6 —arAov y TWeTopEevoy W evayyerioat] Epyopmevor 
evayyericacbat w + rode xabnpévove ante Tods KaTouK. ¥ 
T rAéyovta] Aéyor wy Te ToincavTé] avToy, Tov TOWjoavTa WwW 
Qaraccay] Thy Oddaccav w, Padaccac ¥ 8 + devrepos 
post ayyehkos wy —émece w: y alterum érrecev erasum habet 
—1) TWOdLS WY — 67e Ww + Hs post avrTiis w TayTa 
€Ovn] wavra ta é0vn y, ra €Ovn TWavTa Ww 9 rpitos ayye- 
Nos] d\AXoe dyyeXoo tpitog W, dAXog ayyedoo tantum y TO 
0. arp.] mpookuvel To Onpiov wy 10 In y est rasura post 60 
Tov ay. ayy.| adyyéXov aylwv y 11 avaf....aiovewr] cio 
aidva aidvos avaBaive. w, cio aiava aiwvev avaBaiver y 
TO Onpiov] rau Onpiov y*, Tae Onpiw y° 12 ‘Ode (prius)] 
“Hoe 7) w (sed mox wée) +7 ante vrop. y — tov @eod y 
+ ypicrod post ‘lu w 13 amaprt] . amo aptt. (un. b. puncta) 
W  avaravowrvTat| avarravoovTat Y —autav post épya y 
14 vedérnv] Kedharnv w KaOnp....vi@] KaOnwevov Sworov 
viov Ww éxav] éyovTa w THs Ked.| THY Kehadny Ww 
o&v] ofiv w 15 vaod] ovpavov wy pey. .] pov 
meyarn wy Ths ved.) Thy vepéeAnvy W —TO Op. cou Kai 
Bépicov w HrAOE cor] HAPey cov y, AAGev tantum w 
— Tov wy 16 éGepicOn| eEnpavOn w Venimus iterum ad 
locum (ef. ad xii. 15) ubi conturbatus est in y foliorum ordo. 
Nempe ita legendus est codex: fol. 208, 200, 211, 212, 213, 
214, 215, 216, 209, 210, 219, 220, 221, 222, 223, 224, 217, 218, 
227, 228, 229, 230, 231, 232, 225, 226, 235, 236, 237, 238, 239, 
240, 233, 234, 242, 243, 244, 245, 246, 247, 241, 248, 249, 250, 
Habet autem fol. 210 notam KH et 218 K@: ceterae ejusmodi 


notae praescissae sunt 18 Borpvas] Botpuc w + Ts 
apmrédou post Borp. wy 19 r7v ante Anvor] tov y° THY 
peyadnv] Tov péyav y. v in péyav vix legi potest, sed non 
credo consulto erasum fuisse 20 dro...é£a.] aX pro xr. 
é£a. y, arrosadlov ays w 

XV 1'€ pro érra bis y wrnyas érra] érra mAnyas w 


— écyaras...tTod @eod (inter duas paginas) w. Cf, ad vii. 16. 
Duobus versibus paene integris opus esset ut haec adderentur 
2 y° bis vad, in ved. Volt mutare + «ail ante é« Tod apiOuod 
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hosy amo prius]éey —Tov vaod wy 18 ¢. «al Bp. 
kat dotp.] adotpatai kai povai kai Spovtai w, aotparai Kal 
Bpovrai tantum y, quamvis ibi quoque Andreae commentarius 
eundem habeat ordinem quem w —oi ante av@pwrot wy 
19 érecay wy* éuij- habet w in fine versus, neque addi- 
tum est -c@n + Tot ante dodvar w 20 + «ai post don w 
21 +2) ante peydAn w TavavTiaia| TadavTia w, procul 
dubio per incuriam — éart_ Tods] wpos (compendio)w  +oT¢ 
peyadno ante OTe weyaAn éoTiv w avTis| airy w. 

XVIEL1—-e& w € pro érra bis y = raév US. Tév 7] 
viddTov TOAAGY WY 2 éx rod olvov...o1 KaT. THY YyAV.| ob 
KATOLKODYTES TINY hv é€x Tov oivov THIS Topvelag avTS wy 
3 ye] porw = Byov] éywv y*. Mox € pro émra idem 4% 
(ante mepipeB.)|] Av wy Tmoppupa Kal KoxKive, kal Kexp.| 
Twoppupay Kal KOKKiWov KeypvoTMpery Wi axabaprnros| Ta 
axadaptTa Ths Ww, Ta axa@apta Ta Tio ¥ 6—Kal €« Tov 
aipatos Tay w (ita ut stet Tar ayiwy papTipwr) —Incod y 
7+ «ai ante Tod éyovtos wy f pro érra y 8+ 70 ante 
Onpiov w,+Kai To y eri TO BiSdiov ris] ev BiBlo w 
BXérrovtes] BXerovtwy w (per compendium) y = 4, Te] OTe w 
kalrep éativ.| cal wapectw Y, K TapecTe W 9 ade] ‘O be 
(non nisi per incuriam, cum ‘O 6é...codiav totum expleat 
paragraphum) 8pn eiclv éwra] éwta (€ y) apn eioly wy 
9, 10 KaOnrat er’ aitav. xai| Kkadntat. kal ér aita w 
10 Novo paragrapho repetitum est Kai Sacideio émrra eiow 
in wy —xai ante o els wy 12 y haesitasse videtur 
utrum aA’ an plene adA* scribenda esset Aap. peta TOV 
9.] wera rod Onpiov NapBavovew w 13 éavrayv] avrav wy 
Siabiodicovew| SWcovow w, didoacw y 14+ éo7. post 
Bacitéwoy w sat (ante éxr.)] ore yo eX. ~Kal TucToL.]| 
TiGToL Kat éxNEKTOL W 16 emi] cal wy = atojaover| 
peicovot W Epnuwmevny wy —Kai yunrny Y KaTa- 
Kave.| kavoovow Y 17 In y est unius litterae rasura ante 
0G —aitaév post Sacirciav w TerecOn Ta pyyata| Te- 
AecOncovTas of Kyou wy. 

XVIII 1 + dAdov post eldov ¥ 2-e&vy iaxvi, dav 
peyanry,| ioyupa hwvije weyadne y, sed ioxupa dovy tantum w 
—«at dur. 7. opr. axa. wy, ita ut Kai pewtonuévor statim post 
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mMpov wy €oTt Tv ayiwv| TOY ayiwy éori. compendiis w, Tar 
ayiov éctiv. plene y 9 Makapiow oi) paxapwoi ciaw w 
In y est unius litterae (w ut credo) rasura post To —Tod 
yayou wy 10 éreca wy mpockvvijca] nal mpocenv- 
vnca w sgn in y bis scriptum erat, sed alterum deletum: 
mox «al trav quoque bis scriptum sed prius deletum +xal 
ante Tay €yovray y § —Tov ante Incod bis wy 11 —xa- 
Aovpevos wy xpiver| xpivet w: haesitavit y quem accentum 
poneret 12 —ws wy 14 é¢' imots Aeveois] Eperrmat 
moANol WS vOedupévor] evdedupévorr ¥ — xai ante cafa- 
pov w 15 watacon] wataén wy avTos mw. avTovs] 
avTova Trolmavel avTOS W Post Anvoy in y est rasura 
trium fortasse litterarum 16+ avrTod post (uatioy 1* 
—To ante dvoua wy 17—€va w ~~ Expake] Expate y 
—éyov y TeTopévoicw +70 ante wecovp.w —xal 
cvvayeobe y, at cuvayOnte (— Kai) w To] Tov w, est rasura 
post ro in ¥ 18 dayntat w*y —xai cdpxas icy. y 
—TavTav y +e post éAevOépav w 20 peta Tovrov] 
per avTod w —év ols érhddy...7h eixéve avrod w (inter 
duas paginas)  €S8dr70ncav] BAnOncovtat y 21 exzropev. | 
eFeX oven wy. 

XX 1 Kreida] Krelv w 2—rov db w eo te Sua. 
Kal >.]éortw 6 budBortor Ro Catavio w= a pro yia y; idem 
quoque vv. 3, 4, 5, 7 3 éxXevrev avtov] Ednce w, Ednoev 
ta vn éri] ere Ta CO» w,— Ervy =  —Taante yidua (vel a) wy 
4éxaOncav y* xpipa wy te Onpiw] rd Onplovw rh 
eixova] THLE eikOye Y = =—Ss- TO eT wTroY] TaY meTMTOY WwW + TOD 
ante yu w —Ta wy 5 of 6€] Kal of wy avéfnoav 
éws| Efnoav ayprwy Tereaby| lta y, reXeoOGor w 6+ Kai 
ante paxdptoo w Térav|étey rerecOy] ravtereoO7 w, 
érehécOn y 8+xal ante rov Tay w —Tov ante 
Mayary wy +xal ante cvvay. wy cuvayayeiv | cuvaryety w 
9—amod Tot Meot w: y habet é« ante tod i et amo ante Tod 


ovvod 10+ «ai ante é8r70n w +rov ante Oeiouv w 
+xai ante ro @npiov w —eis Tos ai. Ta aidverv. ¥ 
11 avrod] avrov wy —o ante ovpavos w 12 pixpovs 


Kal peydXous] Tovs peyadovc Kal Tova pixpola wy  Oecoi] 
@povov w nvepy. Kal BiB. adro qv.) Hvoty@ncav* Kal dddro 
21—2 
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cano) 266 ex verbis caapov' 6pmotov (sic pro opoia) vade@ Kabapa. 
«kal vadrtgqac y* sed superscr.e TO a 19 — Tipio w + riPoc 
post Se’repos ws yadnndav] xapynddy wu 20 mréur- 
ros «7A. per litteras exprimuntur in y, &, ‘S”, °C’, A mad. 


a Ll 


capdwvut w aapd.os| capdeiway u = BnpvdAdALos Wat 


Oucos wy 21.6 bis pro 8wdexa wy  —s va els. Exaoros] va 
eis Kal Exaotor uu =—0o + wo ante €& evoo pap. w = Buahavns] 
Siavynag uwy 23 «vy avTn] avtTy7 tantum u, av’Tny wy 


24 kai ta €0vn tev col. ev TH hori avThs wepiT.| Kal TepiTatn- 
covet ta €Ovn Sta Tod dwtog atte. uw; Kal ta EOvn Tar 
cwlopévev’ Tat pwTtt avTio Tepitaticover’ Tepl ov dno’, 
Kal jwepiTatnoovet ta EOvn Sia TOU dwToe avTia y, non dis- 


tinctis videlicet textu et commentario —xai TH Tysny wy 
avtov|] Tov ever u 25 wurewver ¥ 27 Kxowodr] 
KoLVOY UWY —Kal w jTotouv | Toy U Yreddos] vréu- 


Sovc u. Mox fin fwio est in rasura. 
XXII 1 xabapcv worapoy] wotauov xabapov wy, trorapoy 


tantum wu 2 In wwy novus paragraphus incipit ex verbis 
kal Tow Tor. kaprrods| xaprov. y, Est punctum etiam 
post qa, non post dadexa (EvAov CwAs rowdy Kaptov. Sadexa 
KaTa puna.) 6 pro bddexa w nva éva Exactov atroos- 
Sotv] piva Exacrov arobidoic w, piva amobioova Exactov u 
3 xatavabepa| katabepa wwy = tu | Exet ¥ 5 éxet] ere u 


xpelay ove Exovor AUyvou Kat] Ita y: ypelav ovK Eyovot Poo 
Avyvou Kal wW, ov ypelay ovK EXovet (OMIssO AVyVoV)u gwTds] 
docwy wiles] dwriet em u, avtoe dwrieiy  PBacidev- 
covo.v| Bacirevoee w 6 elré] Neves u In y est rasura 
post otros Adyor] Noryou pov U, Noyos por w Post micro, w 
habet tamquam textus partem ws é« Ti} ddnbeiac rpopnrtevo- 


pevot +Tav mvev ante Trav dylov u deiEas Tots Sovdais | 
d:daEat Tovs SovNove w 7+ xai ante (dod uw 8 Kai 
éyo| Kayo wu Brérwv taitta Kal axovwv] Brérov Kal 
axovwy Taira wy, axovwv nai Préerr@v TadTa u = EBDewra] 
eloov uw émegal érecoy w; in y nescio utrum érecov an 
émeca in alterum correctum fuerit par] wou ut videtur ¥ 
9 dpa py’) wy Opa. w, Opa’ jr) u — yap uwy —xal ante 


ToOV THP. ¥ 10 cdpayions| odpayicarw bru 6 xatpos] o 





ANNOTATIONS ON VALERIUS FLACCUS. 


In an interesting and instructive paper, in Hermathena, vol. 
vill, p. 393, Mr J. B. Bury remarks ‘There is still a wide field 
for emendation in the poem of Valerius.’ This observation, 
with which I entirely agree, may serve as an introduction to the 
following annotations which indeed are in the first instance an 
outcome of his paper. 

Following the order of the books I first touch on 

I 145 sqq. 

fert grauis inuito uictorem Nestora tergo 
Monychus; ardenti peragit Clanis Actora quercu ; 
nigro Nessus equo fugit, adclinisque tapetis 

im mediis uacuo condit caput Hippasus auro, 


Mr Bury rightly defends the text in 147, 148; but his 
interpretation of it ‘auro is a golden crater which Hippasus 
uses as a helmet’ is not, I think, correct. In his picture of the 
fight between the Lapithae and the Centaurs Valerius follows 
Ovid or draws from the same source. The incidents are the 
same although, not unnaturally, some of the names are different, 
With 1. 145 compare Ov. Met. x11 345 ‘tergoque Bienoris alti | 
insilit [Aegides] haud solito quemquam portare nisi ipsum,’ 
with 146 ib. 271 ‘ecce rapit mediis flagrantem Rhoetus ab 
aris | pruniceum torrem dextraque a parte Charaxi | tempora 
perfringit fuluo protecta capillo’ and 342 ‘mittentem stimte 
querno | occupat Aegides,’ with 147 7b. 308 ‘ille etiam metuenti 
uulnera Nesso | ‘ne fuge, ad Herculeos’ inquit ‘seruaberis 
arcus.” It would appear that the parallel to 148 is to be 
sought in the death of Aphidas 1b, 316 sqq. ‘in tanto fremitu 
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bardly admissible ellipse. ‘clauduntque’ is Mr Bury’s proposal, 
and in sense this is right. But the true correction is obdunt- 
que, which I had set down before I was aware it was in the 
margin of the Bologna copy and printed in the Paris edition 
of 1517. For ‘obdere domum’ compare Apuleius Met. 5 9 p. 339. 
ib. 410 sqq. 
illic seruati genitoris conscia sacra 
pressit acu currusque pios; stant saeua pauentum 
agmina dantque locum: uiridi circum horrida tela 
silua tremit; mediis refugit pater anxius umbris. 
pars et frondosae raptus expresserat Idae 
inlustremque fugam pueri. 

On 414 Mr Bury writes ‘Notwithstanding what Baehrens 
has said, pars may be right though it is rather odd.,.. Still 
Valerius might conceivably have written pars expresserat for 
in parte (picturae) expressa sunt, Certainly he might, and have 
gone much further if he had chosen, as e.g. Propertius has done 
in describing another representation of art, the doors of Apollo's 
temple 11 31 13 sq. ‘altera deiectos Parnasi vertice Gallos, 
altera maerebat (= maeste expresserat) funera Tantalidos.” But 
a difficulty still remains; for ‘pars’ is without proper support, 
while ‘et’ is otiose. For ‘et’ haec should be read; ‘haec, 
written ‘ hec, passed to ‘et’ by two of the most common errors 
in Latin manuscripts. ‘haec’ corresponds to ‘illic’ here, as 
‘hic’ to ‘hic’ in a similar scene Virg. A. vi 25, 27. ‘This is 
easy; but it is not easy to say why ‘raptus’ is attacked by 
Eyssenhardt, Baehrens and Mr Bury who respectively propose 
for it ‘saltus, ‘tractus’ and ‘pastus.’ If ‘raptus Idae’ cannot 
mean ‘the rape from Ida,’ what we may ask is the Latin 
genitive to be allowed to express? If it is the plural that is 
attacked, let ‘reditiis’ be denied to Regulus Hor. Carm, mm 5 52. 
It is ‘raptus’ alone which makes ‘fugam pueri’ intelligible, 
otherwise a more appropriate expression for the flying son of 
Daedalus Juv. Sat. 1 54. 

11 120 sq. 

talis in arma ruit, nec uina dapesque remotae 
statque loco torus in quo omen masere ministri. 
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The subject is Meleager who is intriguing to induce the 
Minyae to leave Hercules behind. Mr Bury would lop away 
from ‘semperque’ to ‘memor’ as ‘an infelicitous interpolation’; 
and it must be admitted that ‘aequis rectorumue’ are not 
tolerable together. But there is no need for the knife if for 
‘rectorumue ’ we read ‘actorumue’. The sense is, Meleager soon 
forgot. past services. The corruption was very easy in this 
connexion. factorumue might also be proposed in the sense 
of ‘exploits’ ‘quis facta Herculeae non audit fortia clauae?’ 
Prop. Iv 9 39; but it appears less probable. 


IV 674 sqq. 

‘sequor 0 quicumque deorum’ 
Aesonides uel fallit ait praecepsque fragores 
per medios ruit, 


Mr Bury rightly notes that ‘uel fallit’is part of Jason's 
speech ‘I follow whichever of the gods—even deceives me’; but 
the second person fallzs should be taken with the Monacensis'. 


Vv 71 sq. 
iam prora fretum commouerat et iam 
puppe sedens**dimiserat ancora terras, 


For the lost word Mr Bury proposes ‘tandem’ which is 
somewhat weak. An epithet for ‘terras’ seems required, which 
has been variously supplied by ‘ tristes’, ‘maestas’ and ‘ saeuas ’. 
diras is more suitable than any of these (Valerius has ‘ dira— 
arua’ in VII 206) and would more easily fall out after ‘ sedens’, 
which ends with practically the same letters, as e=a and n=7r. 

VI 256 sqq. 

inpulit aduerso praeceps equus Onchea conto 
nequiquam totis reuocantem uiribus armos 

in latus; accedtt sonipes accedit et ipse 

frigidus; arma cadunt, rorat procul ultima’ cuspis: 
qualem populeae fidentem nexibus umbrae 

sl quis auem summi deducat ab aere rami, 


1 Kostlin (Philologus vol. 39 p. 236) sonis required. He makes however tha 
has already pointed out that this per- unnecessary change of ‘nec’ for ‘uel’. 
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‘pestifer’’ I propose ‘qua non wis ocius ulla | pestifera est.’ 
The sense of ‘uis’ is the same as in 355 ‘et qua sibi fida magis 

e e 9 
uis | nulla, Prometheae florem de sanguine fibrae | Caucaseum, 
a sentence moreover constructed exactly like our own. 


ib, 504 sqq. 


tum me non tauros iuuet euasisse ferosque 
terrigenas, tum me tectis tua turbet in ipsis 
flamma tuaeque artes; nullus succurrere contra 
ingrato queat et siquid tu saeuius istis 
adicias meque in medio terrore relinquas. 


Jason is invoking curses on himself if unfaithful to Medea. 
In place of ‘tu’, ‘tibi’ is generally accepted from Burmann, 
Mr Bury proposes ‘quis’ or ‘scis, ‘tu’ however is quite genuine, 
though one word out of its place; read ‘et tu, siquid saeuius 
istis, | adicias.’ ¢u is an emphatic climax. ‘Then do you outdo 
your own dread magic and leave me to my terrors.’ That a 
Latin writer would not have placed an emphatic pronoun in 
the middle of a sz clause to which it did not belong, seems to 
me to be proved by a sentence like Sulpicia’s [Tib.] m1 17 (1v 
11) 4 ‘non aliter tristes euincere morbos | optarim quam te si 
quoque uelle putem’ where to us the emphatic order ‘te si 
quoque’ for ‘si te q.’ seems even a little unnatural. 


J. P. POSTGATE. 


1 So also Késtlin Philol. vol. 39.447; pounder of the riddle answer) is a 
who reads ‘qua non uelocius ulla ,; ‘mors pestifera’? [‘uis ocyor’ I now 
pestifera est’ and explains ‘ulla’ as see has been conjectured by Heinsius. 
‘mors’! What a ‘pestis mortifera’ It may be that D’Orville’s ‘qua non 
is, we know; but what (let the pro- _uelocius ulla | pestis erat’ is right.) 
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7 Annuus ille meet quod [q’] certo sydera currant [233] 


8 Ordine [cett. omissa sunt] [234] 

9 Scire uices etiam signorum tradita cura est [235] 
10 Nubila cur celo terris denuntiet imbres [236] 
11 Quo cubeat [sic] phebe quo frater palleat igne [237] 
12 Tempora cur uariant anni primaque iuuenta [235] 
13 Ver estate perit cur estas ipsa senescit [239] 
14 Autumpnoque obrepit hiems et in orbe recurrit [240] 
15 Axem scire helices et tristem nosse cometem [241] 


16 Lucifer unde micet -quaue hesperus - unde boetes [242] 
17 Saturnique stella tenax quae [q] martia pugnax  =§- [243] 


18 Quo rapiant naute quo sydere lintea tendant [244] 
19 Seire uias maris et celi predicere cursus [245] 
20 Quo uolet orion quo incubet index [246] 
21 Et quocunque iacent tanto miracula mundo [247] 
22 Non digesta pati nec aceruo condita rerum [248] 
23 Sed manifesta notis certa disponere sede [249] 
24 Singula diuina est animi ac iocunda uoluntas [250] 
25 Non oculis solum pecudum miranda uidere [224] 


26 More nec effusis in humum graue pascere corpus [225] 


Conquestio quod maiorem demus operam augende pecunie 
quam scientie. 


27 Torquemur miseri inprimis premimurque labore [257] 
28 Vt sese pretio red'‘mant rerumque [sic] professe [258] 
29 Turpe silent artes uiles inopesque relicte [259] 
30 Torquentur flamma terre ferroque domantur [278] 
31 Scrutamur rimas et uertimus omne profundum [276] 
32 Semen ut argenti queratur et aurea uena [277] 
33 Noctes atque dies festinant arua coloni [260] 
34 Callent rure manus glebarum expellimur usu [261] 
35 ‘Fertilis haec segetique feratior altera uiti [262] 
86 Hec platanis humus hec herbis dignissima tellus [263] 
37 Hec dura et melior pecori - siluisque fidelis [264] 
38 Aridiora tenent olee - succosior ulmis [265] 
389 Grata leues crutiant animos et corpora sause [sic] [266] 
40 Horrea uti saturent tumeant et dolia musto [267] 


41 Plenaque desecto surgant fenilia campo [268] 
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